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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 26, 1991

The House met at 10:00 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We celebrate all Your gifts, O God,
and pray that we will gain insight into
Your will for us. Give us a new under-
standing of the meaning of justice be-
tween people and a desire to do the
works of justice. Give us the strength,
gracious God, to stand on the side of
right, to speak for truth and fairness,
and with all our heart to turn away
from any intolerance. As You have cre-
ated us to be one people living together
in peace and respect, so may we express
that unity in our words and deeds. This
is our earnest prayer. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] will please come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. SKAGGS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a joint reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H.J. Res. 332. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1992, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 862. An act to provide for a demonstra-
tion program for voir dire examination in
certain criminal cases, and for other pur-
poses;

S. 865. An act to provide for a demonstra-
tion program for voir dire examination in
certain civil cases, and for other purposes;

S. 1609. An act to prevent false and mis-
leading statements in connection with offer-
ings of government securities; and

8. 17564. An act to amend the U.8. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights Act of 1983 to reauthor-
ize the Commission, and for other purposes.

ONE MAN'S REPORT ON
UNEMPLOYMENT

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, apparently
the President has referred to the unem-
ployment bill as ‘garbage.” That is
what the newspapers report.

I wish he had met Roy on Friday.
Roy stopped me in the parking lot of a
fast food restaurant, a Burger King. He
was driving by in his truck, and he
stopped and got out. He was neatly
dressed. Do you know what he was
doing? He was out looking for work.

He lost his manufacturing job in
March, along with 300 others, but he
has not stopped. He is not asking for
benefits; he is not asking for a hand-
out. He wants to work.

Mr. Speaker, he said, *What's wrong
with the President? Why won't he sign
this bill?”

Roy recognizes that we can talk
about growth and economic develop-
ment, but economic development starts
at home. It starts by helping working
families like the one Roy heads up to
be able to keep the mortgage payments
going, to keep the children in school,
and to make the payments they have
to make so he can go back and get into
the work force. They invested in this
country, and they ask for some return.

Incidentally, Roy said:

You know, I am having trouble. I am mak-
ing the mortgage payments, we are making
the car payments, but writing that tuition
check to keep our child in college is really
causing some problems.

He is doing it, Mr. Speaker, but he is
not garbage, and this bill is not gar-
bage. This House and this President
need to pass unemployment compensa-
tion.

WHAT THE PRESIDENT REALLY
SAID

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in the
last couple of days we have had several
Members come to the House floor, in-
cluding members of the Democratic
House leadership, saying that the
President of the United States called
the unemployment benefits bill gar-
bage.

I know that the House rules prevent
me from saying that those Members
are lying, so I will not say that, but I
will say, as Winston Churchill once
said, that they are guilty of termino-
logical inexactitude.

I have here a copy of the President’s
remarks that he made in New Jersey. I
am going to read to the House what the
President really said, and I quote:

And I'm a little tired of hearing Democrats
say we have no domestic agenda. The prob-
lem is their domestic agenda is to crush our
domestic agenda. They're doing nothing but
griping—refusing to consider the new ideas
and sending me a bunch of garbage I will not
sign. I'll continue to veto the bad stuff until
we get good bills.

There is no mention of unemploy-
ment in the paragraph before, and
there is no mention in the paragraph
after. In fact, the only mention of un-
employment is in some paragraphs
down where he mentions the fact that
some unemployment bills should also
be paid for.

Mr. Speaker, this is an absolutely ir-
responsible approach, to come to this
floor and make accusations against the
President of the United States for
words he did not say. I expect Members
who have done so to come to the floor
and apologize to the President for what
they have said, but I do not think they
are responsible enough to do so.

UNITED STATES RECOGNITION
SOUGHT FOR THE NEW REPUB-
LIC OF ARMENIA

(Mr. MCNULTY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, last
Saturday I was in Armenia, and I wit-
nessed history. In the first referendum
in the Soviet Union since the failed
coup attempt, the people of Armenia
went to the polls in record numbers
and voted for independence. More than
90 percent of the people of Armenia
over the age of 18 participated in that
election, and more than 90 percent of
those who participated voted for inde-
pendence.

Since the United States of America
has set itself up as the beacon of free-
dom and democracy for all the world,
we should be the first, Mr. Speaker, to
step forward and recognize the inde-
pendence of Armenia. After we do that,
I hope the United States will also
proudly step forward and sponsor mem-
bership in the United Nations for the
new State of Armenia.
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Mr. Speaker, 1 hope the United
States and all the freedom-loving peo-
ple of the world will gather together
and, like the Armenian people, pro-
claim: “Getseh azad angakh
haiastan''—long live free and independ-
ent Armenia.

WHILE CONGRESS DEBATES,
SMALL BUSINESS IS SOLVING
THE CHILD CARE PROBLEM

(Mr. IRELAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, small
businesses will generate nearly 756 per-
cent of the new jobs in this country
over the next 25 years.

Because many of these jobs will be
filled by working parents, child care
will become one of the most pressing
issues facing our country.

A recent report issued by the non-
profit Child Care Action campaign sug-
gests that while we, in Congress, have
been debating the merits of mandating
child care benefits, small businesses
have been finding innovative ways to
meet the child care needs of their em-
ployees. What a familiar theme. While
Congress looks to bureaucrats to solve
a problem, small business gets the job
done.

My colleagues, the answer to our
child care and other social-economic
problems is not Government mandates.
Mandates will only destroy small busi-
ness jobs.

Incentives are what small businesses
need to meet the evolving interests of
their employees—incentives that will
create the jobs we s0 desperately need.

My colleagues, it is easy to say that
you are all for small businesses and the
jobs they create. But it’'s how you vote
that really counts.

O 1010

REPUBLICANS LEADING NATION IN
DIRECTION OF IRRESPONSIBLE
POLICY

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] just came into
the well in some kind of a tirade about
the depiction of the President’s re-
marks calling the legislation on unem-
ployment put forth by the Democrats
as garbage.

Clearly we see a story under the As-
sociated Press where ‘‘Bush defended
his domestic policy, calling Demo-
cratic legislation on unemployment
benefits garbage."

This has been reported in the media
rather extensively and has not been de-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

nied by the White House. For the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] to suggest that it is irresponsible
to quote the President of the United
States after it has been widely reported
and not retracted by the White House,
is in fact outrageous.

I will tell the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] what in fact is
irresponsible: It is his vote against the
unemployment legislation and the in-
ability of this President to come to
grips with the trauma that millions of
American families are feeling as a re-
sult of falling off of the unemployment
system after they have lost their job
through no fault of their own.

That is what is irresponsible, and
your party and your President are
leading this Nation in the direction of
that irresponsible policy.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. No, I do
not yield.

REPUBLICAN APPROACH TO UNEM-
PLOYMENT BENEFITS IS FIS-
CALLY RESPONSIBLE

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, let me
answer the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER] who just made a state-
ment on the floor concerning the Presi-
dent’'s speech. Let me answer not by
making a denigration of the President,
but rather by quoting his real remarks.
He said the Democrats are, ‘‘refusing
to consider the new ideas and sending
me a bunch of garbage I will not sign.
I'll continue to veto the bad stuff until
we get good bills.”

He did not say that he was against an
unemployment bill. He said regarding
an unemployment bill:

Right now in Congress there’s some debate
on how to help the unemployed whose bene-
fits have run out. The Democrats want us to
pass a bill and simply not pay for it, push it
over onto future generations. And our ap-
proach, the Dole substitute it's called, helps
the unemployed—they get the extended ben-
efit—but pays for the program. And this ap-
proach—their approach adds to an already
humongous deficit, and ours does not. Ours
pays as you go and takes care of those who
are in need. And that is the fundamental dif-
ference between the Republicans and the
Democrats.

Mr. Speaker, once again, the Presi-
dent supports a responsible unemploy-
ment bill.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is well to point out if we could that
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] quotes from the AP story, not
from the transcript of the President’s
speech. I quoted from the transcript of
the President’s speech. The gentleman
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seems to want to quote from news sto-
ries that may or may not be accurate.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, let me just say one thing.
Members on the Democrat side and the
gentleman from California [Mr. MiL-
LER], who just spoke, I think we owe it
to the President to accord him the
same dignity and the same comity that
we accord each other in this House.
When one Member gets up and makes a
statement on the RECORD, and the
quote is mistaken by somebody and the
exact words are later brought about by
the other side, then there is an apol-
ogy, whether it is a Democrat who does
it or a Republican who does it.

Let us show the same respect to the
President of the United States that the
Democrats and Republicans in the
House of Representatives show each
other.

SUPPORT BILL OF RIGHTS FOR
CAMPUS SEXUAL ASSAULT VIC-
TIMS

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, last
Friday I conducted a field hearing at
the Minnesota State capital on H.R.
2263, the Campus Sexual Assault Vic-
tims® Bill of Rights Act. I want to ex-
tend my deepest thanks to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]
and the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. MOLINARI] for their active partici-
pation at the hearing.

Mr. Speaker, we heard 5% hours of
compelling testimony from campus
sexual assault survivors, parents of vic-
tims, representatives of national and
local victims’ rights organizations, ex-
perts on acquaintance rape and campus
security, student leaders, college ad-
ministrators, and law enforcement.

After hearing the testimony at this
field hearing, I am even more con-
vinced of the need for this legislation.
So that Members and others can bene-
fit from this important hearing, I am
submitting the statements of the wit-
nesses from that hearing into the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

H.R. 2363 now has strong bipartisan
support, 123 cosponsors, almost an
equal number of Democrats and Repub-
licans.

Congress needs to take strong action
to protect the victims, survivors of
campus sexual assaults. I urge Mem-
bers to review the statements I am sub-
mitting into the RECORD today.

On behalf of 6,000 victims of campus
sexual assault this year alone, I urge
support of H.R. 2363, the bill of rights
for campus sexual assault victims.

PRESIDENT SHOULD DISAVOW

INACCURATE NEWS STORIES
(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I am a
bit confused. The gentleman on this
side of the aisle says that the President
did not make certain remarks, and it
has been reported by the news services
all across the country. Did he not men-
tion the unemployment bill? He said
all we are sending is a bunch of gar-

bage.

Is the President of the United States
omnipotent, and the only things he
will sign are what he is in favor of, if
he wanted to discriminate between the
unemployment bill and the other bills?

But he did not do that. He made a
blanket indictment that everything we
are sending is a bunch of garbage. If he
wanted to exclude the unemployment
bill, he should have done so.

The White House has not disavowed
the reports that have been made to the
news services. We certainly do not
want to jump on the President, but if
the President wants to disavow these
remarks, he should call and do so.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. I do not yield.

Mr. WALKER. Of course not. The
gentleman does not want the truth.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim
my time.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have
the transcript, and it does not say what
the gentleman says it does.

FULL DISCLOSURE REGARDING
HOUSE BANKING PRACTICES
SHOULD BE MADE

(Mr. NUSSLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today not as a rebellious freshman
Member of Congress but as a confused
and very concerned citizen and Member
of this body. I am concerned and con-
fused about the message that was sent
from this body yesterday, and which
has been sent from this body over the
course of the last week.

Mr. Speaker, my confusion and con-
cern surrounds the study released by
GAO about the 8,331 checks from the
official bank that have been bounced
between July 1989 and July 1990.

My constituents want to know if I
have bounced any checks, and they
want to know why we do not have full
disclosure in this House. They want to
know why we do nothing.

Mr. Speaker, in this very Chamber in
January I had the privilege of address-
ing high school students that came
here to learn about our process. In
talking to them about the budget proc-
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ess, I told them it is very simple. It is
like balancing your checkbook. If you
have $35 in your checkbook, you do not
spend $40.

Little did I know in January that
back here in September we would have
to talk about our own bank accounts
and whether or not we have been
bouncing those checks.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for that full dis-
closure. It is fair to those of us who
have not been bouncing checks, to
those of us who have been fair to this
process, to make full disclosure to the
people back home who are sick and
tired of what they hear when it comes
to this body and the kind of things that
occur in this body.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for that full dis-
closure today.

DR. SEUSS—A GIANT IN
CHILDREN'S LITERATURE

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to inform the
Members of the passing on of one of
America’s best loved authors and a na-
tive of my hometown of Springfield,
MA. The person I am talking of is
Theodore Seuss Geisel, known to mil-
lions of children the world over as Dr.
Seuss. Dr. Seuss died yesterday in Cali-
fornia, but my home city of Spring-
field, MA, has always been proud to
call him one of ours. He was born in
Springfield in 1904. He studied animals
at the Forest Park Zoo, which was su-
pervised by his father, and his first
book was based on his childhood memo-
ries of Mulberry Street. That book,
“And To Think That I Saw It on Mul-
berry Street,” was an immediate hit
with children and parents. Forty-seven
books followed, and today we know
such characters as ‘“Yertle the Turtle,”
“The Grinch Who Stole Christmas,”
‘‘Horton the Elephant,” and, of course,
“The Cat in the Hat.”

As I remember Dr. Seuss, I think of
the millions of children who first
learned to read with a big Dr. Seuss
book in hand. He made reading fun.
“One Fish, Two Fish, Red Fish, Blue
Fish."” He disdained interviews with
adults, but was always available to be
interviewed by kids. They loved his
books and they loved him.

Dr. Seuss returned to Springfield a
few years ago when I was mayor. We
honored him officially, but the only
part of the day that he really appeared
to enjoy was a read-aloud session with
a group of elementary school children.
That is how we will remember this cre-
ative and interesting man: As a genius
at sparking the imaginations of chil-
dren everywhere.
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PARTIAL SOLUTION TO BOUNCED
CHECKS NOT ENOUGH

(Mr. SANTORUM asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, on
Saturday I was at an outreach meeting
in Churchill in my district and a
woman raised her hand and handed me
a newspaper article that talked about
134 Members of Congress bouncing 581
checks of over $1,000 or more for the
past 6-month period this year. That ar-
ticle also said that 24 Members of Con-
gress each bounced at least 1 check per
month worth at least $1,000.

The article continues.

The Congress is agaln, circumventing rules

and regulations that everybody else in this
country must obey.

She asked me did I do that. I said, no,
I did not. And then she said, I did not.
And then she said, ‘“What are you going
to do about it?"”

I came here to Congress this week
and the Speaker took the floor yester-
day and said that this practice must
stop, and I agree with him that this
practice must stop. And I commend
him for his action. But that is not
enough. This is only a partial solution
to the problem.

If there has been a systematic abuse
of this system, as is suggested by the
GAO report, it must be disclosed to the
American public and the names and the
abuses must be made public.

I request that that information be
produced today.

A COW BELCHING STUDY BY THE
EPA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to review and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, talk-
ing about garbage, the EPA is spending
$210,000 to study cow belching and its
effects on global warming. Here is how
it works.

Cows will wear backpacks and have
hoses connected to their mouths.

Tell me, Mr. Speaker, what happens
if the backpack is to tight and instead
of an oral emission, Elsie goes 7.0 on
the Richter scale? Will the President
declare a garbage emergency of the
House? Or how about maybe will ap-
point a Congressional Bovine Burp task
Force, Or maybe the EPA will require,
think about it, scrubbers on udders,
bag hoses on nostrils. I think we ought
to take a cattle prod to the EPA and
when the people talk about garbage,
about the only jobs being created are
not in Government waste, it is raw
Government sewage.
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THE COUNTRY NEEDS TO KNOW

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the country
needs to know. A distinguished Democrat in
the other body said something memorable last
June. That distinguished gentleman was call-
ing for a congressional investigation of the
charges that Ronald Reagan’s 1980 campaign
staff had dealings with lIranians during the
hostage crisis.

Despite the flimsy evidence, this is what he
said. He said, according to the Los Angeles
Times of June 25, 1991, “If the allegations are
not true, the country needs to know they are
not true.”

Mr. Speaker, those words take a new rel-
evance today. There are recent charges made
about some of our colleagues that they have
helped the Communist Government of Nica-
ragua and/or that they disclosed classified in-
formation.

| do not know if those charges are true, but
the distinguished Member of the other body
had it right. The country should have the right
to know.

Mr. Speaker, if there is any good reason not
to have such an investigation, will you please
tell us, and the American people, what on
Earth that reason could be.

QUOTING FROM THE PRESIDENT'S
REMARKS ON UNEMPLOYMENT
BILL

(Mr. COLEMAN of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I think it is interesting to note here
in the House that only the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] ap-
pears to be the one trying to clarify
the remarks made by the President of
the United States. The White House it-
self has not attempted to change the
remarks that the President made at-
tending a fundraising event for Repub-
licans, at which he said, and I want to
quote this from the text itself of the
speech that he gave where he said,
‘““They are doing nothing but griping,”
referring to the Democrats. And there
was applause. ‘‘Refusing to consider
the new ideas and sending me a bunch
of garbage I will not sign. I will con-
tinue to veto the bad stuff until we get
good bills.” [Applause.]

I think it is time that all of us de-
cided which it is. Is the unemployment
compensation bill a good bill that the
President will sign or is it garbage?

I do not think that the Republicans
in this House can have it both ways. I
think that they should admit that the
President of the United States himself
has said that it is one or the other. He
will either sign it or he will veto it. It
is either a good bill or it is garbage.

I hope, Mr. President, you will recog-
nize as this House did yesterday that it
is a good bill and Americans deserve to
have the kind of compensation it an-
ticipates.
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THE PRESIDENT WAS REFERRING
TO MORE THAN UNEMPLOYMENT

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I just met with Kimberly
Bergalis, this beautiful, courageous
young lady from Florida, dying of
AIDS, over in the office of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER]. It was truly like meeting
Mother Teresa. This is obviously a
saint.

I hope that her appearance on the
Hill has some impact. I will devote a
whole 1 hour special order to this
health problem of AIDS tonight, which
enables me to use the rest of my time
to talk about this White House issue.

I just spoke to the White House.
They are taking your calls. I would
warn the majority Members, do not
make this torpedo bomber pilot angry.
The best thing my colleagues have
going for them is his innate gentleman-
liness, so he looks at these bills.

He did say to a Republican fund-
raiser, and I have got the transcripts,
that you guys are sending up a bunch
of garbage. He is speaking generically
about a lot of this stuff going up. Tak-
ing my language against abortion out
of the D.C. bill made it a garbage bill.
So he vetoed it, and we passed it be-
cause we put my language back in.
That is taking garbage and making it
good.

What he talked about on unemploy-
ment, one, two, three, four paragraphs
later is that he will sign an unemploy-
ment bill, but it happens to be the Dole
bill, the kind of bill my colleagues are
griping about that is a good bill. And
then they take it and turn it into some
form of garbage.

He will stop using that rough kind of
language if we start sending him better
material.

I repeat, do not get this Connecticut
vankee, who has adopted Houston,
angry. When we get him angry, we end
up like Pierre.

AMERICA NEEDS THE
PRESIDENT'S ATTENTION

(Mr. DOOLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, recent
figures have demonstrated that my dis-
trict is No. 1 in the Nation in unem-
ployment with over 13% percent of my
constituents unemployed. My constitu-
ents have been bludgeoned by the re-
cession and also by one of the most
devastating crop freezes in California’s
history. They have stood by patiently
while this President and this country
has marched tall into meeting the
needs of people of foreign lands, from
the Kurds in Iraq, the cyclone victims

September 26, 1991

in Bangladesh, and the victims of the
volcanoes. But they can be patient no
longer.

My constituents, American families,
need the President to sign the Con-
gress-passed Unemployment Extension
Act. My constituents and American
families need the President to support
an agricultural disaster appropriation
bill. We cannot turn our backs and
walk away from the needs of American
families.

R —

INFORMATION ON BOUNCED
CHECKS SHOULD BE MADE PUBLIC

(Mr, KLUG asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, right above
my head, behind where the Speaker’s
desk is, is where my former colleagues
in the press corps watch what goes on
in this room.

Yesterday both reporters and a num-
ber of my colleagues in the House were
shocked when the House very quietly
tried to end the question about Mem-
bers’ bounced checks at the House
bank.

Today a reporter and Washington can
find out and get a copy of John
Sununu's travel records; he or she can
get a copy of Lamar Alexander’'s ex-
pense reports or even Jack Kemp's
daily calendar.

Because this institution is exempt
from the Freedom of Information Act,
we cannot find out anything about the
bounced checks here in the House.

I think the records of the bounced
checks should be made available imme-
diately to the press corps and to the
public. If it is $11 bounced checks for
Domino’s Pizza nobody is going to
care. But if the General Accounting Of-
fice is correct, that several dozen Mem-
bers bounced checks for thousands of
dollars over a period of years, that is a
scandal.

I think reporters and the public
should be able to know who did it, how
much, for how long, and why it took so
long to be stopped. We cannot end
questions about this institution by try-
ing to hide them. We can only protect
this institution by letting the chips
fall where they may.

0O 1040

MICRONESIA AND THE MARSHALL
ISLANDS JOIN THE UNITED NA-
TIONS

(Mr. DE LUGO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, last
week, two insular areas associated
with the United States—Micronesia
and the Marshall Islands—were admit-
ted as members of the United Nations.
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This international recognition is a
milestone in their political develop-
ment which should be a source of pride
to us as well as to them.

After taking them during World War
II, the United States became fully re-
sponsible for these Pacific islands
under a trusteeship agreement with the
U.N. Security Council. The goal was to
develop the islands into a self-govern-
ing status.

Micronesia and the Marshall Islands
became self-governing in all matters
that do not affect international secu-
rity under a law enacted in 1986. It ap-
proved and modified a compact of free
association and sought to fulfill linger-
ing trusteeship obligations. The Secu-
rity Council acted on the termination
of the trusteeship for them last Decem-
ber.

The new relationship is unique for
our Nation. It secures important mili-
tary rights for the United States and it
requires us to provide substantial as-
sistance, including some domestic pro-
grams, and special access.

I intend for the Insular and Inter-
national Affairs Subcommittee, which
I am privileged to chair, to continue to
work to make the relationship mutu-
ally beneficial and live up to the prom-
ises of the Compact Act and related
laws.

I also congratulate the peoples of Mi-
cronesia and the Marshall Islands—es-
pecially, Presidents Bailey Olter and
Amata Kabua and Ambassadors Jesse
Marehalau and Wilfred Kendall, respec-
tively—on their islands' achievements
as sovereign states.

PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, it was
fun over the weekend to watch the 1992
political race for President catch
steam among the Democratic Party.
My, how the rhetoric became hot as
one want to be after another lashed out
at the President of the United States.

It is perfectly appropriate to point
out the differences between these can-
didates and the President of the United
States. But it is not appropriate to de-
ceive the American public in the proc-
ess.

So far the bulk of the bashing has
been over our deficit problems. Fair
enough. These are real, except they are
pointing the finger at the wrong party.
They are pointing the finger at Presi-
dent Bush when they should be blam-
ing Congress.

President Bush is simply not respon-
sible for something that is out of his
hands. Congress makes the budget,
Congress passes the appropriation bills,
Congress is responsible for putting the
country on a fiscal path toward eco-
nomic disaster, and Congress has the
power to solve these problems.
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The American people know this.
They are not dumb. They are going to
see right through the senseless rhetoric
of these candidates.

Simply, the American people are sick
and tired of Congress and its blatant
waste of their tax dollars. It is time
the Presidential candidates get their
facts straight and tell the American
public what the real story is. It is Con-
gress that is to blame for these spend-
ing habits and the Nation’s deficit
problems, not the President.

It is time we owned up to our respon-
sibility and begin to solve these prob-
lems.

PEACE AGREEMENT IN EL
SALVADOR

(Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, today
the Government of El Salvador and
rebel groups reached an accord that
may eventually lead to lasting peace.
This agreement was facilitated by an
U.N. effort that took 18 long months.

The agreement will allow the rebels
to join the new civilian controlled po-
lice without risk of official discrimina-
tion. It will require the Government to
protect the lives of their families until
a broader peace agreement is reached.

We should commend the Salvadoran
Government, the FMLN and the U.N.
Secretary General for this historic
agreement, we should urge all parties
to remain committed to creating a new
society for the people of El Salvador.
But while the framework has been es-
tablished, the shooting continues and
the deaths continue.

It is incumbent upon the United
States to ensure that this framework
achievement is transformed into a real
solution. It is no time to undermine
this process by sticking to partisan be-
liefs that one group is better than the
other. It is no time to push for in-
creased military aid or military advis-
ers. It is time, however, to bury those
cold war motives and look to the fu-
ture of a new El Salvador.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will join me in calling on President
Bush to show leadership at a time
when a leader is needed here in the
Western Hemisphere. I hope my col-
leagues will themselves recognize this
great achievement and resist military
solutions in a place where humani-
tarian solutions are needed. The oppor-
tunity for peace is at hand; let us not
squander it.

PROMPT DISCLOSURE OF GAO
STUDY ON HOUSE BANK
(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, in recent
days this House has been rocked by
revelations in the national media, first
brought to light by the GAO study,
that literally hundreds of the Members
of the House of Representatives have
systematically abused the House bank-
ing privilege by bouncing checks, and
in some extreme cases using the check-
ing system as a way of getting a signa-
ture loan. Once again the integrity and
credibility of this proud institution is
called into question.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the prudent,
fiscally common sense steps that you
have taken to put an immediate end to
this abuse. However, that is but one
step in a two-part process by which
this self-policing body can demonstrate
that we are indeed sensitive and con-
cerned about our standing with the
American people. Mr. Speaker, we need
prompt, complete disclosure of the
GAO study as well as the names of the
Members who have been involved in
this abusive practice to the other Mem-
bers of this institution as well as the
American media. Only by that com-
plete disclosure, only by letting the
sunshine in in this House will we dem-
onstrate that we are accountable to
the American people for our every word
and deed, and indeed concerned about
our loss, our continuing loss of public
faith and confidence in government.

BAD CHECKS INVOLVE THE
INTEGRITY OF THE HOUSE

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, it pains
me, it grieves me, truly disappoints me
to have to speak of something today in
the well which is trivial in comparison
to the peace and war and life and death
issues which we deal with here. But I
must, because this trivial matter does
affect the honor, the respect, the integ-
rity of this body.

I speak, of course, of the GAO report
which suggested that some several
thousand checks have been bounced by
Members of the House. I applaud the
statement, the very resolute state-
ment, made by the Speaker of the
House and the minority leader, Mr.
MICHEL, yesterday, saying that this
will never happen again.

I have always felt awkward and em-
barrassed to make public statements
that I am a good person, or that I do
what I am supposed to do. But on Tues-
day I requested and received from the
Sergeant at Arms of the House a letter
saying that all of my checks cleared
during the period during which the
GAO report was conducted.

I hate to have to do this, Mr. Speak-
er, but it is the entire character of the
House which is at trial under the cir-
cumstances.
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Once again, I applaud you, Mr.
Speaker, for taking the strong steps
you have taken to make sure this bad
chapter is never repeated.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 23, 1991.
Hon. RoN L. MAzzoLl,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MaAzzoLl: After an ex-
tensive search of the Sergeant At Arms
Daily Settlement Statements, I am pleased
to confirm your understanding that you have
never placed this office in a position that
would require us to obtain additional fund-
ing to your account.

If I can be of further assistance to you,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
JACK Russ,
Sergeant at Arms.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The gentleman will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky has just made a
statement about letters being issued by
an officer of this House with regard to
the Members' financial records. The
Members on our side of the aisle have
asked for similar letters and have been
told that they are not available.

Is this something which is going to
be done in just a partisan fashion in
the House of Representatives?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair assumes that any Member of the
House is free to ask for a letter if he
wishes. The decision to make informa-
tion available will rest with the Ser-
geant at Arms.

Mr. WALKER. So the Sergeant at
Arms makes the decision to give those
letters to Democrats and not give them
to Republicans; is that what the
Speaker is saying, that is up to the
Sergeant at Arms?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is only saying to the gentleman
that the gentleman from Kentucky
said that he was making a request.

Mr. WALKER. No; he said he had got-
ten such a letter, I think. He had got-
ten such a letter. Members on our side
of the aisle have made those requests
and have been told that those kinds of
letters are not available. All I am ask-
ing is, Is that in the discretion of the
Sergeant at Arms to do?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNULTY). The Chair is advised by the
Sergeant at Arms that any Member
can get a letter from the Sergeant at
Arms.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair.

NO MORE CONTINUING
RESOLUTIONS
(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I have
listened to many of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle condemn the
President for his alleged lack of atten-
tion to domestic affairs.

Well, I have always believed in the
old saying that those who live in glass
houses should not throw stones.

Since the 102d Congress commenced,
we have only completed action on 3 of
the 13 appropriation bills needed to be
passed, by law, by October 1. As a re-
sult, this body passed a continuing res-
olution yesterday by voice vote.

Because Congress has not had the
time to do its job on appropriations, we
have had to pass this CR to provide
funding for many critical programs.
The question is: Why have we only
completed action on 3 of 13 appropria-
tion bills? It certainly is not because
we were overworked. Apparently the
majority leadership in Congress be-
lieves that 1'%4-months’ vacation and
mountains of self-serving legislation
are more important to America than
passing appropriation bills on time.

LET US HEAR A PLAN FROM THE
PRESIDENT

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, con-
troversy over unemployment benefits
is not the first controversy where it is
in question what the President said or
meant to say.

It was reported in the Post a few
weeks ago that Mr. Darman said in the
controversy over wetlands, ‘‘“Well, the
President did not say it. He did not
say, ‘No net loss of wetlands.” He just
read it in a speech.”

Now we hear, well, the President said
that unemployment extension is gar-
bage; it is reported widely in the press,
not corrected or denied by the White
House, but we hear the apologists on
the other side of the aisle reading to us
from the written record.

So now we can see that he might
have said it, but he did not say it, or he
did say it, but he might have read it,
and if he read it he would have said it
the way that they wanted to say it.

Confused? I think everybody is a bit
confused. The bottom line is that no
single American, whose unemployment
benefits have expired this month or
last month or the month before or the
month before that, has received an ad-
ditional penny of assistance from the
Federal Government. That is the bot-
tom line, because the President has re-
fused to release the funds.

He will sign the bill, but he will not
release the funds. That is the bottom
line. The proof is in the pudding.

If he has got a plan to give those peo-
ple benefits, let us hear it. If he does
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not, we have got one and he can sign it
or not.

COMING TO GRIPS WITH FACTS

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, you
know, there must be something pa-
thetically difficult about being a Dem-
ocrat in this period. You vote against
going to war over Kuwait and then
rush off and say it is not an issue. you
vote for quotas and then rush off and
say they are not quotas.

Now some of you totally, explicitly,
unequivocally, distort what the Presi-
dent of the United States says. Here is
the text. You take one word which re-
ferred to your legislative agenda, and
then four paragraphs later where the
President agrees to sign a fiscally re-
sponsible unemployment bill, and he
talks about the unemployed, and as an
act, I assume, of desperation, you
refuse to accept the simple truth.

I do not mind debating over facts. It
is a fact that the President used the
term ‘‘garbage’ to refer to the Demo-
cratic domestic initiatives. He prom-
ised explicitly, four paragraphs later,
to sign a fiscally responsible unem-
ployment bill. Now, that is a fact. That
is not a question. That is not a news re-
port. That is a fact.

In sort of pathetic desperation, some
Democrats seem to find it extraor-
dinarily difficult to come to grips with
facts.

THE CURRENT CONFLICT IN
YUGOSLAVIA

(Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am
rising today to bring to the attention
of my colleagues and the American
people the horrible devastation that is
currently ravaging the nation of Yugo-
slavia.

Despite numerous efforts by the Eu-
ropean Community to broker a cease-
fire and to initiate long-term negotia-
tions, the fighting continues; in many
parts of Yugoslavia it has intensified
over the past few weeks.

As anyone who has been monitoring
the news reports can see, Yugoslavia is
quickly deteriorating into a state of
anarchy, where those dead, wounded,
or displaced will soon be the majority.

1, for one, can no longer bear idle wit-
ness to the bloodshed. Thus, in co-
operation with my colleague from Wis-
consin, Mr. KLECZKA, I am today intro-
ducing a resolution that calls on the
President to take strong actions, using
whatever means are available to this
country, to motivate the warring fac-
tions in Yugoslavia to stop the fighting
and begin negotiating.
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The resolution we are introducing
today calls on the President to state
unequivocally that the United States
will not associate itself with any group
that continues to perpetuate the fight-
ing.

Furthermore, our resolution indi-
cates a number of avenues through
which the United States can put pres-
sure on the different groups to stop the
fighting. These avenues include assert-
ing multilateral economic sanctions
and reevaluating United States support
for Yugoslavia in international finan-
cial institutions.

This resolution also calls on all sides
to return any and all land that has
been gained through violent means; it
calls on the President not to recognize
any internal or external border
changes that have occurred through
means contrary to principles of inter-
national law. This provision alerts the
world to the fact that in Yugoslavia, as
well as elsewhere, the United States
does not recognize territorial seizure
through violence.

Lastly, our resolution calls on the
President to request that the United
States use its resources to aid in nego-
tiating, monitoring, and enforcing of a
temporary cease-fire and long-term
resolution of the conflict.

Our resolution does not take sides in
the conflict; our goal is to apply pres-
sure to everyone involved to stop the
fighting.

Mr. Speaker, it is clearly in the in-
terest of the United States, as well as
our friends and allies in Europe, to try
to help the people of Yugoslavia re-
solve their differences. Europe, much
like the United States, is a conglom-
eration of ethnic groups all living side
by side. Fighting between these groups
is not only counterproductive, it is also
morally, socially, economically, and
physically dangerous.

I urge my colleagues to join the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA]
and myself in calling on the President
to do all he can to stop the bloodshed
and help the people of Yugoslavia.

YUGOSLAVIA AT BOILING POINT

(Mr. KLECZKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, Yugo-
slavia i8 at the boiling point. At this
critical time, Congress and the admin-
istration must speak with one voice in
decrying the bloodshed and calling for
a lasting cease-fire.

Unless we send a strong message to
the people of Yugoslavia, the current
cease-fire will be shattered like those
before it. If we sit back and say noth-
ing, we risk further violence and the
unleashing of nationalistic forces
throughout Eastern Europe.

Today, Mr. KANJORSKI and I are in-
troducing a resolution which sends
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that strong message. We condemn the
bloodshed and broken promises, and we
fully support efforts to stop the spiral-
ing violence.

Our resolution urges action in three
areas to bring about a lasting cease-
fire.

First, Presidential involvement. The
resolution calls for the President to in-
clude Yugoslavia in his new world
order by personally calling for an end
to the bloodshed.

Second, pressure. The resolution sub-
mits to the President several options
to take action against any combatant
refusing to honor an existing cease-fire
including assessment of multilateral
economic sanctions.

Third, a U.N. role. The resolution
calls for U.N. involvement in negotiat-
ing and enforcing a cease-fire,

Mr. Speaker, we must send a firm
message to the peoples of Yugoslavia
before one more life is lost to the
senseless violence. I urge my col-
leagues to join us in cosponsoring this
resolution.

PRESIDENT DESERVES RESPECT

(Mr. KYL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I hope that
the Democrats have not decided that
the only way that they can argue a do-
mestic agenda for this country is to
distort President Bush's legislative
proposals and his remarks.

And yet, earlier, I heard remarks
from this floor intimating that the
President has no respect for the unem-
ployed in this country. Now, can any-
one legitimately believe that George
Bush does not have compassion for all
of the people in this country who need
assistance?

I refer my colleagues to the actual
text of his speech, which they might
want to read, of September 24 in New
Jersey, and if my colleagues will read
this speech, they will see the continu-
ation of this kind of remarks is gar-
bage, because the President in no way
indicated any kind of disrespect for the
unemployment in this country but, in-
stead, talked about the need to have a
good bill which he could sign to assist
the unemployment in our country.

Let us debate the facts on the House
floor. Politics is one thing, but distor-
tion is quite another, and I think the
President of the United States deserves
respect.
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HELPING THE UNEMPLOYED

(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEJDENSON. Well, Mr. Speaker,
we have come some distance. Origi-
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nally we did not need an unemploy-
ment bill because the economic recov-
ery was going to lift all the boats out
of the water. I think most people have
boats that are doing pretty well still.

Now the President sees the tidal
wave is coming, and so he does want
some help for very few, and for God's
sake, as little as possible, to make sure
that those unemployed workers do not
end up with too much of our money. It
never has been a consideration when
we were bailing out the banks or bail-
ing out the President’s oil companies
or anything else, but when it comes to
unemployed workers, for God’'s sake,
we do not want to give them 20 weeks.
Who knows what they will do if they
are able to pay their mortgages and the
tuition for their kids for a few weeks
longer?

I know a place that has got a great
program, though. If you go to Ger-
many, they have a great unemploy-
ment program. They have got national
health care for all their citizens. They
have got universal college education.

Do you know why? Because the Unit-
ed States is spending $140 billion of our
taxpayers' money to defend them from
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia.

Mr. President, the Latvians, the
Lithuanians, and the Estonians are on
our side. Let us bring our troops and
our dollars home. Let us spend it to put
Americans to work and let us make
sure that those who cannot find jobs do
not have to give up their homes or
their children's education or their
health care to survive.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuULTY). Members are reminded to
direct their remarks to the Chair and
not to the President.

PUTTING AMERICAN INDUSTRY ON
A FAST-TRACK DECLINE

(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, today the administration’s
Trade Representative, Ms. Hills, will
meet with Congress detailing plans for
free trade with Mexico. The plan for
free trade with Mexico should best be
known as the fast track of American
industry decline.

You see, it talks about giving tax
breaks for people to take their compa-
nies and go down to Mexico. It calls for
eliminating tariffs on products being
brought from Mexico to the United
States.

Now, under the provisions of last
year's budget agreement, you have to
show where you are going to cut spend-
ing or put a tax on someone else. If you
look at the record of the United States
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during the eighties when the wealthi-
est 1 percent of Americans had sub-
stantial tax breaks of about 68 percent
on income tax down to 28 percent,
while the citizens of America had their
Social Security taxes raised, while
they had their gasoline taxes raised,
and taxes on alcohol and taxes on to-
bacco.

Mr. President, I call on Ms. Hills dur-
ing her presentation today to say
which programs she intends to cut, the
Medicaid or veterans' rights, or which
taxes she intends to put on working
Americans to pay for this program that
will fast track the decline of American
industry.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McCNULTY). Members are again re-
minded to direct their remarks to the
Chair and not to the President.

PEACE IN EL SALVADOR

(Mr. MCHUGH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, today we
have word that a broad agreement has
been reached between the Government
of El Salvador and the FMLN, two
forces that have been locked in a bru-
tal civil war for over 12 years. Many de-
tails still need to be worked out, and
the implementation period for this
agreement will undoubtedly be a deli-
cate one, but we have reason to hope
today that the long nightmare of the
people of El Salvador will soon be over.

Many of us in Congress have recog-
nized for some time that this war could
not be settled in Washington by the
passage of a bill, but could be ended
only through direct negotiations be-
tween the parties. For that reason, we
have tried to shape our legislation to
give real incentives for both sides to
negotiate seriously and we are grati-
fied today this is finally taking place.

Our task now is to assure that our
Government does nothing to make it
more difficult for either side to sell
this agreement back home in El Sal-
vador. The administration and Con-
gress should work together to fashion
legislation that is appropriate for the
sensitive transition period. We should
encourage both sides to bring their pre-
liminary understanding to a final con-
clusion and then we can all move with
confidence from military confrontation
to reconciliation and reconstruction.

WHAT THE PRESIDENT REALLY
SAID
(Mr. COX of California asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
earlier on the floor today the question
was raised about remarks made by the
President of the United States, specifi-
cally his use of the term ‘“‘garbage.”

I think it is instructive to look at
the President’s actual remarks and see
in what context he spoke. Here is what
the President said:

“I'm a little tired of hearing Democrats
BAy we have no domestic agenda. The prob-
lem is their domestic agenda is to crush our
domestic agenda; they're doing nothing but
griping—refusing to consider the new ideas
and sending me a bunch of garbage I will not
sign. I'll continue to veto the bad stuff until
we get good bills.

Later on the President spoke specifi-
cally of the unemployment compensa-
tion debate. Here is what he said:

The Democrats want us to pass a bill and
simply not pay for it, push it over on future
generations. And our approach, the Dole sub-
stitute—

Referring to Senate DOLE in the
other body—
helps the unemployed—they get the extended
benefit—but pays for the program. Ours pays
as you go and takes care of those who are in
need. And that is the fundamental difference
between the Republicans and the Democrats.

I think in this context the Presi-
dent’s use of the word ‘‘garbage’ was
absolutely fitting. Another President,
Harry Truman, often spoke plainly,
spoke the facts. President Bush has
done just that. He deserves our contin-
ued respect.

TELLING LIES ON THE PRESIDENT

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
listened yesterday as several Members
of this House, starting with the major-
ity leader, lambasted the President for
some remarks. That was upsetting
enough until I actually read the tran-
script of what the President said.

My distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut, a minute ago
stated that, well, let us quit spending
money overseas and bring the money
here.

I have the RECORD vote that he sup-
ported and voted for the foreign aid bill
himself; so you cannot have it both
ways.

Let us stick to the truth and if you
make a mistake, let us admit it.

We demand an apology to the Presi-
dent from those Members that mis-
stated the facts.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1992

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 332) making continuing ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1992, and for
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other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Senate Amendment: Page 7, line 11, strike
out “October 17, 1991" and insert *“‘October
29, 1991.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

Mr. MCDADE. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not ob-
ject, I would like simply to inquire of
the chairman, is it his understanding,
as the Clerk just reported, that the
only change in this bill that the House
passed is to move the date from the
17th to the 29th? Is that the only
change the Senate has made in the
bill?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, that is correct.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of the
Senate amendment, and I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT, FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27,
1991, TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 2619, DEPART-
MENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
AND HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT, AND INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1992

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
may have until midnight tomorrow,
Friday, September 27, 1991, to file a
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2519)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1992,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

LUMBEE RECOGNITION ACT

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 225 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 225

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
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suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 1426) to
provide for the recognition of the Lumbee
Tribe of Cheraw Indians of North Carolina,
and for other purposes, and the first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI are hereby waived.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and which shall not exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule and each
section shall be considered as having been
read. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House,
and the previous question shall be considered
a8 ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuULTY). The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] for purposes
of debate only, pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 225 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1426, the Lumbee Rec-
ognition Act. The rule provides for 1
hour of general debate to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs. The rule also waives all points of
order against consideration of the bill
for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI, requir-
ing a 3-day layover.

Under the rule, the bill shall be con-
sidered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule and each section shall be
considerd as having been read. Finally,
the rule provides one motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1426, is an impor-
tant and long overdue bill which ex-
tends Federal recognition to the
Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina. Because the Lumbee
Tribe has never received Federal rec-
ognition, the tribe and its members are
not eligible for services provided by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian
Health Service. This bill simply pro-
vides that Federal laws and regulations
generally applicable to Indian tribes
will also apply to the Lumbee Tribe
and its members. In addition, the
Lumbee Tribe and its members will be
eligible for the services and benefits
provided to federally recognized tribes
when funds are specifically appro-
priated for this purpose.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1426 is the result of
hearings and many careful consulta-
tions. I am pleased that we have an
open rule which unanimously passed in
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the Rules Committee by a voice vote. I
urge my colleagues to adopt it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HALL] has ably explained the
provisions of this fair open rule which
affords all Members of this House the
opportunity to amend the bill if they
so choose.

Mr. Speaker, it is high time that we
fully recognize the Lumbee Tribe of
North Carolina. The tribe was first rec-
ognized by the State of North Carolina
in 1885, and they have been seeking
Federal recognition since 1888. How-
ever, roadblock after roadblock has
prevented them from being recognized
as native Americans.

Congress first passed legislation con-
cerning the Lumbee Tribe back in the
1950’s. We recognized the Lumbee as In-
dian in the 1956 Lumbee Act. However,
language in that legislation denied
them Federal services or benefits such
as medical and dental care, housing,
and education grants. Mr. Speaker, we
did not extend the full relationship. By
addressing this issue only partially,
Congress created a stigma for the
Lumbee which prevents them from
being acknowledged as true mnative
Americans.

The legislation, introduced by my
good friend and colleague, Mr. ROSE of
North Carolina, would correct this
injustic by extending Federal recogni-
tion to the Lumbee Tribe. Mr. ROSE
represents the area where most of the
Lumbees live and he knows first hand
of their plight.

I personally came to know of the
Lumbee Tribe back in the 1960’s when I
recommended to President Nixon that
one of my constituents, Brantley Blue,
be nominated as a member of the In-
dian Claims Commission. Mr. Blue was
an attorney practicing law in my
hometown of Kingsport, TN. He was
also a Lumbee Indian, born in Mr.
RosE’s district in North Carolina, and
the first of the group to become an at-
torney.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no con-
troversy with regard to this rule. It al-
lows Members the opportunity to
amend the bill, but I urge my col-
leagues to oppose any attempt to
weaken it and further delay Lumbee
recognition. Voting yes for this rule
gives the full House the chance to right
its record with the Lumbee people.
They have waited almost a century to
be recognized as native Americans and
today is the day Congress must act.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER], chairman of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I just take this time to urge
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the House to support this rule and later
to support the legislation, and I wish
to thank the Committee on Rules for
their expeditious treatment of this rule
and thank the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] and the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], for their re-
marks with respect to this legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 225 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1426.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1426) to
provide for the recognition of the
Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina, and for other purposes,
with Mr. KLECZKA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1426 sponsored by
Mr. RoSE of North Carolina extends
Federal recognition to the Lumbee
Band of Cheraw Indians. This recogni-
tion is a formal acknowledgment of a
government-to-government  relation-
ship between the United States and an
Indian tribal government.

In the history of this country, Con-
gress has never enacted a law on how
to recognize an Indian tribe. Instead,
as we moved west, we entered into
treaties with tribes and exchanged
promises for land cessions.

However, as the 20th century draws
to a close, we are looking at Eastern
tribes that existed before westward ex-
pansion. For survival reasons, these
tribes took on the ways of non-Indians,
but they maintained distinct Indian
communities. Although the commu-
nities surrounding these tribes knew
they were Indians, and generally the
State governments recognized these
groups as Indians, the Federal Govern-
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ment neglected to acknowledge these
groups as Indian tribes.

Usually, the United States waits
until these groups have some threat to
hold over the Federal Government's
head. For example, in the late 1970's,
tribes in Maine who had not enjoyed a
relationship with the Federal Govern-
ment for over 100 years sued for two-
thirds of Maine and won. Only then
were these tribes granted a large mone-
tary settlement and Federal recogni-
tion.

It is ironic that we only recognize In-
dian tribes when we need something
from the tribe or we owe them some-
thing under a court order. The irony is
these people have always been Indian,
have suffered discrimination because
their skin is dark, but they are not le-
gally Indian until the Federal Govern-
ment says they are.

The Lumbee Indians do not have a
land claim, nor is there a court ordered
settlement, nor do we need or want
their land. So why are we seeking to
extend Federal recognition today? For
a reason that is unusual in this coun-
try but it is the best reason—because
they are Indians.

The Lumbee have always had a dis-
tinct Indian community. The State of
North Carolina acknowledged them as
a tribe in 1885. In 1912, 1914, and 1933,
the Interior Department concluded
that the Lumbee were Indians, existing
as a separate and independent commu-
nity.

The Lumbee have tried to get recog-
nized by Congress in the past. Unfortu-
nately, at the end of the 19th century
and the beginning of the 20th, congres-
sional policy was to assimilate Indians
into society and recognitions were dif-
ficult if not impossible. In the 1950’s,
when Congress was terminating Indian
tribes, the Lumbee again sought Fed-
eral recognition. In 1956, the Lumbee
recognition bill was passed by Congress
but it was amended at the request of
the Interior Department to prohibit
Federal services to the Lumbee people.
In a sense, the 1956 act recognized and
terminated the Lumbee in the same
legislation.

H.R. 1426 corrects this historical
wrong. It amends the 1956 act and
grants full tribal status to the Lumbee
Indians. However, under the bill, the
Lumbee must obtain appropriations
separate from the outlays for other fed-
erally recognized tribes.

Congressional action is needed to rec-
ognize the Lumbee. The Interior De-
partment’s solicitor concluded in 1989
that the tribe is not eligible to go
through the Bureau of Indian Affairs
Federal Acknowledgment Process be-
cause of the prohibitions in the 1956
act.

However, even if the Lumbee could
go through the BIA’s process, it would
choose not to. The hearings on the
Lumbee have demonstrated that the
administrative recognition process is
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flawed. Over 120 requests for recogni-
tion sit at the BIA, and only 8 tribes
have ever made it through the process.
It has become so difficult to get
through this system that it is doubtful
that existing tribes could survive the
BIA's recognition process.

It is clear that we need to reform this
process. But today we have the oppor-
tunity to undo one injustice inflicted
by the United States.

We can recognize these people for
what they are and what they always
have been—an Indian tribe. It is the
duty of the Congress and the President
to recognize this group and restore the
government-to-government relation-
ship.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill which I am proud to cosponsor.
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Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am rising today in
opposition to H.R. 1426 as it currently
exists.

I have stated the reasons for my op-
position to this legislation before in
the 101st Congress and in committee
this year in the 102d Congress, and I
find it necessary to reiterate my oppo-
sition today here on the floor. I want
to make it clear that I oppose this leg-
islation not because I have concluded
that the Lumbees are not a recogniz-
able tribe. The House is fortunate
today to have appearing before it most,
if not all, of its membership that has
some degree of expertise in Indian af-
fairs and Indian law. The House is
probably also fortunate in that they
are not here today listening to us.

But none of us, I believe, is an expert
on the demographic and anthropo-
logical characteristics of what con-
stitutes an Indian tribe, and certainly
if the handful of us who do have some
expertise on Indian matters cannot say
that we have an expertise on the ele-
ments of what constitutes an Indian
tribe, how will the balance of our Mem-
bers exercise those judgments as they
will have to do in voting on this legis-
lation?

This legislation represents a substan-
tial change in public policy, and the
membership should understand that.
The proponents of the bill in the ma-
jority committee report focus exten-
sively on their individual and collec-
tive judgments about the tribal status
of the Lumbee Indians. These judg-
ments are highly subjective and emo-
tional and can very easily lure one into
a debate on the historical and anthro-
pological significance of records and
documents contained in several file
boxes and cabinets.

I am not going to engage in debate
based upon the merits of the Lumbees’
application, because as I said, I do not
feel qualified to judge that application,
and I do not believe that other Mem-
bers of this body are qualified either.
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My opposition is based upon the fact
that this body has not established any
efficient or discernible standards
against which a request for Federal
recognition can be measured. Pro-
ponents of the bill argue that there is
precedent for congressional recognition
of the Lumbees because most existing
federally recognized tribes have been
recognized by Congress through trea-
ties or other statutes. However, the
Lumbee situation and circumstances
are very different from the precedents
which are cited.

Second, the committee hearing
record contains testimony both sup-
porting and challenging the claim that
the Lumbee Indians are a tribe for pur-
poses of the standards for Federal rec-
ognition used in the administrative
process. Whether the Lumbee Indians
meet these standards is in fact very
much an open question. Proponents of
the bill state that ‘‘no one disputes
whether the Lumbee Indians are a
tribe, only whether they should be rec-
ognized as a tribe by the Federal Gov-
ernment.”” This is not an accurate
statement, as is evident from the hear-
ing record.

It is more accurate to characterize
the issue before us as: ‘‘Which forum is
the more appropriate forum for deter-
mining Federal recognition?' Is it with
Congress or is it with the Secretary of
the Interior? I firmly believe that the
recognition process established within
the Department of the Interior is the
more appropriate forum for determina-
tions of Federal recognition. I believe
this for several reasons.

First, the administrative process was
established nearly 13 years ago, and the
standards and criteria governing the
process have been relied upon by many
groups. Is it fair to require some
groups to be judged under the adminis-
trative standards and others to be
judged by Congress, which has no
standards?

Do we really want to approve this
bill and thereby encourage all other pe-
titioning groups to circumvent the
process?

Second, the administrative process
was developed based on the rec-
ommendation of the American Indian
Policy Review Commission, a commis-
sion established by Congress in the
1970’s, with the support of and in con-
sultation with the Congress, federally
recognized tribes, and nonrecognized
Indian groups. Many tribes, as well as
the National Congress of American In-
dians, have expressed their continued
support of the administrative process.

Third, the administrative process is
thorough and deliberative. This factor
is very important, given that one of
the primary consequences of Federal
recognition is the establishment of a
perpetual government-to-government
relationship between the United States
and a tribe. In order to protect the in-
tegrity of this relationship, it is imper-
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ative that Federal recognition not be
extended capriciously or impulsively.

Proponents of the bill argue that the
administrative process takes too long
to complete. However, the hearing
record reveals that delays in the proc-
ess have been attributed to either fail-
ure of the petitioning group to submit
a fully documented application for con-
sideration, or our failure, Congress’
failure, to appropriate sufficient funds
to operate the program. This latter
problem has been remedied by Congress
through increased appropriations the
past 2 years, and the former problem,
the problem of not completing peti-
tions in a timely fashion, is something
that is not in the control of either the
agency or the Congress.

Throughout the hearing record on
this bill there have been allegations
about the systemic defects of the ad-
ministrative process. The hearing
record also contains testimony disput-
ing those allegations. If the process is
in need of improvement, Congress
clearly should step forward and deal
with the matter through legislative
and oversight hearings. Today I took
steps to address these allegations by
introducing a bill designed to improve
the administrative process, and I hope
and trust that the chairman of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs will schedule hearings so we can
determine what if any changes in that
process need to be made.

The debate on this bill has only be-
come more confused due to the 1956 act
of Congress and the conflicting inter-
pretations of it. Proponents argue that
the 1956 act recognized the Lumbee In-
dians but did not extend the full Fed-
eral relationship, and that Congress
needs now to finish what it started in
19566. In fact, both the Solicitor’'s Office
in the Department of the Interior and
the Congressional Research Service
have analyzed the meaning of the act
and have raised substantial doubts
about the assertion that the 1956 act is
a recognition act.

It is important to understand that
the concept of Federal recognition is a
term of art and denotes acknowledge-
ment of a group of Indians as a politi-
cal entity entitled to services, benefits,
and protections because of the political
relationship. The 1956 act does not
mention any political organization of
the Lumbee Indians or any governing
body; it does not convey any land or
take any land in trust; it does not
make reference to whether State laws
are to apply; and it does not render the
Lumbees eligible for Federal services.

In short, the 1956 act fails to include
any of the normal indicators that
would enable one to conclude that it is
a recognition statute. Interestingly,
the legislative history of the 1956 act
indicates that the bill's sponsor only
intended the bill to provide for a
change of name for the Lumbees, not
to extend Federal recognition.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The hearing record is replete with de-
bate about the meaning of the 1956 act.
The bottom line is that the 1956 act
does little to provide the Congress with
definitive guidance on the question of
Federal recognition for the Lumbees.

A further thesis is offered by the pro-
ponents of H.R. 1426: ‘‘Approval of the
bill is simply consistent with recent
actions of Congress to enact recogni-
tion legislation.”” However, almost
every example cited by the proponents
is very distinguishable from the
Lumbee situation.

Since 1978, the year the administra-
tive recognition process was estab-
lished, Congress has approved 16 acts
pertaining to recognition of tribal
groups. These distinctions apply: Nine
of these acts were restoration acts—
tribes whose Federal relationships had
been terminated by statute thereby ne-
cessitating congressional action to re-
store the relationship; four of the acts
were related to the settlement of east-
ern land claims. Interestingly, in two
of these settlement acts Congress de-
ferred to the administrative recogni-
tion process for determination of tribal
status and both groups were later de-
termined by the Secretary to be tribes
for purposes of Federal recognition;
one act pertained to a tribe that was
already federally recognized as part of
another tribal entity; one act involved
a tribal group that is aboriginal to
Mexico and specifically excluded from
the administrative regulations; and
one act is arguably a recognition act.

I maintain that the amendment I in-
tend to offer today is consistent with
these recent acts of Congress. I will at
the appropriate time describe the
amendment which I propose to offer.

Finally, the proponents argue that
the only reason the Lumbee Indians
have never been recognized before is
because they number 40,000 in popu-
lation and it would be too costly to
provide Federal benefits and services
to them.

I reject that argument. I want to em-
phasize that. The size of the Lumbee
Indians and the costs to provide serv-
ices to them is immaterial to the ques-
tion of whether or not they should be
recognized.

I can only say that I, personally, re-
ject any consideration of size and cost.
I am not aware of any Indian tribe or
organization that has raised this as a
concern.

The criteria for Federal recognition
contained in the process have an his-
torical and a legal basis, and the size
and cost associated with Federal rec-
ognition of groups which can satisfy
these criteria are irrelevant in the con-
text of Federal Indian policy.

It is clear that Federal recognition,
whether done administratively or leg-
islatively, presents Federal budget im-
plications. However, Congress has con-
sistently managed to absorb these
costs into the annual budget and ap-
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propriations process, and I see no rea-
son why this should change.

I will be offering an amendment in
the nature of a substitute, and, at the
appropriate time, I will explain my
reasoning for this amendment.

I have only one other point to men-
tion. The future of this bill in this
House is probably fairly clear. The fu-
ture of this bill in the other House is
not so clear. The future of this bill at
the White House is likewise very clear.
There is a very clear statement of ad-
ministration policy that indicates if
this bill reaches the White House, if it
passes both of these Houses and is pre-
sented to the President, that he will
veto it.

Therefore, I urge those who wish to
see appropriate justice done to the
Lumbee Indians to consider that pas-
sage of this bill will not accomplish
what it is that you seek to have done.

Passage of the substitute which I will
offer offers the best hope to the
Lumbees of achieving their status, the
status that they desire as a federally
recognized tribe.

As the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER] said, the Lumbees have
worked and struggled to gain Federal
recognition for many, many years. It
certainly is true that virtually at the
very last hour the Solicitor of the De-
partment of Interior raised the issue of
the 1956 act. I consider that to be un-
fair and unjust, but it has happened,
and the issue of the 1956 act has to be
dealt with. The amendment which I
propose to offer will do that.

I can only say at this point I urge all
Members to give careful consideration
to the concerns I have raised about the
wisdom of proceeding legislatively to
do what we can and should do adminis-
tratively. I hope for support of the
amendment which I will offer, which
the President will sign, if passed, into
law, and which will give the Lumbees a
clear path to having an appropriate de-
termination made as to their status as
a federally recognizable Indian tribe.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Rosg], the author of this legislation,
who has worked very diligently to
move this legislation so that the House
could have proper consideration of it.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to begin by sincerely thanking the
leadership of the House Committee on
Interior for moving this legislation for-
ward. I would also like to thank the
Lumbee Indians of North Carolina for
their patience through the years in
waiting for this bill to come to the
floor once again, in hopes that it might
become law.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank Mem-
bers from North Carolina who have
helped me in cosponsoring and promot-
ing this very necessary piece of legisla-
tion.
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There are basically two points that I
would like to make. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] has very
eloquently given the reasons that this
bill is fair and necessary.

There is one thing I would like to
emphasize that the gentleman said.
This bill will not take away from any
of the existing Indian tribes in this
country that are currently receiving
services from the BIA, because this bill
requires that there be at some future
point a separate appropriation that
stands on its own that would fund the
services, if any, that were to be given
to the Lumbees.

Second, I would just like to observe
that it has been suggested and will be
suggested in the substitute that will be
offered in a few minutes that the
Lumbees should go through the admin-
istrative process. In the same breath
that my friend, the gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. RHODES] suggested that the
Lubmees should go through the admin-
istrative process, he suggested that it
was a flawed process and needed to be
amended, and he has introduced a bill
to do just that.

Mr. Chairman, think about that.

Mr. Chairman, I have a very interest-
ing letter that I would like to share
briefly with Members. If you had a
copy of the 1978 Federal Register that
announced the final rulemaking for In-
dian tribe recognition, listed as the au-
thor of those regulations would be the
name Bud Shapard. Bud Shapard is
now retired and living in West Vir-
ginia. He has shared with me a copy of
a letter that he sent to the Indian Af-
fairs Committee in the Senate.

The process that the substitute will
seek to ask the Lumbees to follow, ac-
cording to the author of that process,
has proven to be financially burden-
some on both the Government and the
petitioners, infuriatingly slow, and too
complicated. Worst of all, the decisions
are by nature subjective despite the
fact that they are shrouded in a swirl
of academic calisthenics.

That is from the author of the regu-
lations.

Congress has time and time again fol-
lowed the procedure that the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]
has brought from his committee to the
floor of the House today.

Mr. Chairman, I thank Members for
their consideration. I hope we will,
without amendment, pass the legisla-
tion that is before us now.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, could I
inquire of the Chair how much time I
have consumed?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RHODES] has 17 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] has 22
minutes remaining.
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Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
TAYLOR.]

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to first com-
mend my colleague from North Caro-
lina for his effort on behalf of the Indi-
ans in Robeson County and in all of
North Carolina. I think it is commend-
able any time we rise to speak on be-
half of the Indians in America.

I represent a district which com-
prises the area of the Eastern band of
the Cherokee. In the early history of
our Nation. Congress and the adminis-
tration often abused American Indians
in this Nation. In my home district,
President Andrew Jackson tried to
move the entire Indian nation, the
Cherokees, to Oklahoma. Many died in
the effort. The Trail of Tears that
many of the people know about in this
country, and it is displayed by drama
from western North Carolina, depicts
that movement. from those who
stayed, that is, evaded capture by the
soldiers, and from those who returned
back to western North Carolina comes
the Eastern Band of the Cherokees.

The Cherokees and I have fought to-
gether for some 25 years in many areas,
both small and large, to maintain jus-
tice toward the American Indians. As
was stated by my chairman very elo-
quently, the bulk of the Indian tribes
were established by treaty, many of
them following wars, incidentally, in
this country.

What does it mean to be a federally
recognized tribe? It means one takes on
sovereignty or at least quasi-sov-
ereignty in the eyes of the world. It
means one has the power of taxation. It
means one has the power to establish a
judiciary, a police force, the right to
treatment as a sovereign nation.

This relation is very unique in all the
world. Tribes view it as almost sacred.
Many American Indians died for that
right. It must be taken seriously and
protected.

Congress has tried its hand at defin-
ing Indian tribes. Because the process
was so bad, so political, both the Na-
tional Congress of American Indians,
the American Indian Policy Review
Commission, many leaders from both
parties of this House came together
and insisted in 1977 on a better way.

Thus was established the Federal Ac-
knowledgment Program, and that has
been the process that we have used
since 1978.

The criterion they used is to examine
the historical background of those who
asked to be recognized as tribes, the
genealogical background, the cultural
background, any legal documents, a
process that takes some time, as it
should, in order to federally recognize
a tribe.

What we are doing is to replace that
orderly process or are being asked to
replace that orderly process and again
return to a method where Congress will
make the determination. This is being
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done contrary to the wishes of the vast
majority of the American Indians.

Let there be no mistake about this
vote. This is a vote against the Amer-
ican Indians, not for them.

The Cherokee Nation, which the
Eastern Band of the Cherokees are lo-
cated in my area, strongly oppose this
bill. The Hatteras Tuscarora, located
among the Lumbees, testified to our
committee and they opposed this bill.
They will be subsumed by this bill, and
they themselves want to apply through
the process to be recognized as a tribe.

We have received resolutions that
support the FAP process and a strict
adherence to a systematic process from
various tribes in Arizona, California,
Nevada, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Michigan, Washington, Montana,
Idaho, New Mexico, and South Dakota,
as well as from regional intertribal In-
dian organizations, including the affili-
ated tribes of northwest Indians rep-
resenting all of the tribes in Washing-
ton, Oregon, Idaho, western Montana,
and northern California, the Montana
and Wyoming Tribal Chairmen’s Coun-
cil, the United South and Eastern
Tribes, representing all of the eastern
tribes from Maine to Florida and west
to Louisiana, and the Southern Pueblo
Governors’ Council representing the 10
southern Pueblos from New Mexico.

What I am saying to my colleagues
today is that the American Indian is
proud. The American Indian has estab-
lished a process for tribal recognition.
They want to keep an orderly process,
not a political logrolling process.

Do the Lumbees deserve Federal rec-
ognition, and that is a specific question
here? I cannot answer that question.
The testimony we heard was presented
eloquently by members of the Lumbee
community. The testimony we heard
was very emotional.

I certainly want to see them get a
rapid recognition and that it be done
justly and fairly.

My colleague from Arizona will be in-
troducing an amendment that will
guarantee that it will be a rapid proc-
ess, that it will be a process that will
not extend beyond an 18-month period.

What of the other 10 groups in North
Carolina who have petitioned and hold
petitions ready for the process? If we
decide to recognize the Lumbees,
should we not immediately put before
this body 10 separate bills to consider
other groups in North Carolina?

And what about the dozens across
this Nation, in California and Alaska
and Texas and other parts of the coun-
try, who want to be recognized? Should
we not put those bills before this Con-
gress?

And what of those who were turned
down? Can we say that those who were
turned down should not be allowed to
come back now through the legislative
process and, if they can find a legisla-
tor here with enough power, they
themselves can become federally recog-
nized as a tribe of American Indians?
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I say to my colleagues again that
what the American Indians and cer-
tainly the Cherokee have expressed
quite eloquently to me is that they do
not object and do not question this bill
based on whether or not there will be a
financial loss to one tribe versus an-
other tribe. They are not considering
this from a monetary standpoint. We
appropriate precious little now to sup-
port the tribes of this country, and I
am sure that the tribes that I have
talked with have expressed to me their
concern that we will dilute a very sa-
cred recognition, one that they con-
sider is most serious.

They feel that it will return to a po-
litical process that will depend more on
political power rather than true Indian
heritage.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from the Virgin Islands [Mr. DE
LuGol.

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for that recognition,
and I rise today to join my colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina, in
enthusiastic support for H.R. 1426, a
bill to provide recognition of the
Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina.

Our colleague, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] has worked
long and hard on this legislation, and I
am pleased to be one of the bill's co-
sponsors. I was pleased to vote to have
this bill reported out of the Interior
Committee.

We have heard some very eloguent
arguments against this bill on the
other side, but the fact is that the
Lumbee Indians have been recognized
by the State of North Carolina since
1885.
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And they have been seeking Federal
recognition not since last year or last
month, but since 1888. They have been
geeking this recognition longer than
any of us in this body have been alive.

I would urge that my colleagues re-
gist any amendment to this legislation
and pass this legislation as it is pre-
sented to the House today.

I want to take a moment to com-
mend the chairman of the Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee for the
strong leadership he has displayed on
this issue, and for the manner in which
he has handled this bill, making it pos-
sible for this matter to come before the
entire body. I ask the Members to sup-
port the bill, H.R. 1426.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from American Samoa [Mr.
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FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 7
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, it is no secret where I stand on
the issue of Federal recognition of the
Lumbee Tribe of Indians. I think the
actions of the U.S. Government in the
process of recognition of the Lumbee
Tribe is deplorable. Between the execu-
tive and legislative branches of our
Government, 103 years have gone by
since the Lumbees first attempted Fed-
eral recognition. During that time the
Lumbees have tried to acquire a land
base, they have tried to document their
history, and they have been subjected
to such demeaning processes of having
the size of their teeth measured and
their blood tested to see how Indian
they were. There was a witness present
at last month’s hearing that testified
before Congress in 1933 on this same
issue. Fifty-eight years later, he is still
testifying, BIA still wants to study the
tribe's records, and Congress has yet
another Lumbee bill before it.

It is the position of the Department
of the Interior that there is a process
in existence and if we would amend the
law to permit the Lumbees to go
through the process of administrative
recognition, the Lumbees would re-
ceive no special consideration. The De-
partment has also stated that there are
many other groups seeking Federal
recognition as Indian tribes, including
as many as 14 in North Carolina alone.
There is also a concern expressed pub-
licly by some, but not publicly by the
Department, that making another
40,000 persons eligible for Federal pro-
grams would present administrative
and budgetary constraints.

In response to suggestions that the
Lumbees should have the opportunity
to participate in additional adminis-
trative procedures before a decision on
recognition can be made, I can only say
I disagree. Ms. Locklear, the Lumbees’
tribal attorney, was eloquent in her
statement at last month’s hearing, and
she summed up the problem when she
said the Lumbees have become ‘‘living
experts on process.”

Where I differ from the opponents of
this bill is that for me there comes a
time when process for process’s sake
loses its value. I know it is difficult as
a senior administrator to admit the
process he or she administers may have
run amuck, but as an outsider, I am
convinced that is exactly what has
happened with the Lumbees.

While it may not be appropriate for
an assistant secretary or other senior
administration officials to seek exemp-
tions for certain groups from the bu-
reaucracies they administer, I believe
this is one of the key roles we in Con-
gress can play.

While it might be procedurally nice
for the Department of the Interior to
provide a tidy review of each group
that seeks recognition, sometimes jus-
tice requires otherwise. And the cost of
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completing the process in this case, for
me at least, is too high. The time has
come for this body to take action.

The Lumbees first petitioned Con-

gress for Federal recognition in 1888.
That was 103 years ago. Since that
time they have approached the Interior
Department and the Congress at least a
half dozen times. The Lumbees have
been studied up one side and down the
other. Finally, after 103 years the ex-
perts agree that the Lumbees are Indi-
ans. But the Department of the Inte-
rior wants to study the Lumbees some
more. I guess the bureaucrats on the
other side of the Mall want to study
the Lumbees's petition because 103
years is not long enough to determine
whether or not the Lumbees are Indi-
ans.
It is public record that the Interior
Department has completed its initial
review of the Lumbee petition and
found it deficient. Apparently the
Lumbees didn't keep sufficient written
records of their existence for the period
encompassing roughly the years 1760 to
1850 to convince the Department of the
Interior that they existed. I guess the
Department thinks that any group of
people who don't make a paper trail to
prove their existence aren’'t worthy of
Federal recognition. While I know it is
true that the Bureau of Indian Affairs
exists only to create a paper trail, I
can't help but think that the Lumbee
case is a perfect example of a bureau-
cratic process run amuck.

Mr. Chairman, over the past 103 years
the Lumbees have given the Depart-
ment of the Interior all the documenta-
tion they have to prove their existence,
and this is apparently not enough. At
last month’s joint hearing of the House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
and the Senate Select Committee on
Indian Affairs on this bill, the BIA wit-
ness stated in his prepared testimony,
and I quote: “A brief review of the
Lumbee petition suggests that there
are substantial questions relating to
the interpretation and completeness of
documentation supporting the group's
early history.”

Given that position, if this case gets
referred to the Department of the Inte-
rior again, denial seems certain and it
will only further delay a decision that
Congress will be asked to make later.
There will be no new material facts.
There will, however, be a loss of an-
other year and a half. And as the Nobel
laureate Thomas Mann said in his book
““The Beloved Returns."

Hold fast the time! Guard it, watch over it,
every hour, every minute! Unregarded it
slips away, like a lizard, smooth, slippery,
faithless, a pixy wife. Hold every moment sa-
cred. Give each clarity and meaning, each
the weight of thine awareness, each its true
and due fulfillment.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot express my
concern for the time the Lumbees’
have lost any better than Thomas
Mann did. The time has come to give
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the Lumbees Federal recognition. Let’s
not let any more slippery, slithery mo-
ments slip by.

Mr. Chairman, it is also important to
note that the policy of the United
States has been terribly inconsistent
with regard to the original inhabitants
of this land. Our first policy was to do
battle with them. The prevailing opin-
ion at the time was epitomized by Gen.
Philip Henry Sheridan in 1869 when he
said: “'The only good Indians I ever saw
were dead.”

Our next policy was that of assimila-
tion, during this period the United
States tried to make Indians part of
mainstream America. Then in the
1950's and early 1960's, this country’s
policy was termination. It was during
this time that the Lumbee Act of 1956
passed. Then there was the policy of re-
instatement, and now we are in the
policy of administrative recognition.
This policy is relatively new, originat-
ing in 1978.

Throughout this entire period the
Lumbees were seeking Federal recogni-
tion. In 1888 the Lumbees first peti-
tioned for recognition. Congress ad-
dressed the Lumbee issue in 1899, 1910,
1912, 1924, 1932, 1933, and 1956. It is iron-
ic indeed that U.S. citizenship was not
even given to the American Indians
until 1924, and it is important to note
that while Congress was considered the
Lumbees, many times it indicated that
they were not being recognized because
of economic reasons.

With regard to the 1956 Act, Congress
recognized the Lumbees as Indians but
denied them the services and benefits
to which other Indians are entitled.
Since then, the Lumbees have felt like
second-class Indians.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, one of my
colleagues referred earlier to the Indi-
ans’' trail of tears. Mr. Speaker, to cor-
rect that it was the trail of many tears.
To add to that I can only say the
Lumbees' saga should be known as the
trail of many years.

I want to commend Chairman MILLER
and Chairman ROSE for their outstand-
ing work on moving this bill as quickly
as they have. I submit the following
documents to be included in the record.

OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES—LUMBEE
RECOGNITION AcT, H.R. 1426

There is already an administrative process
at BIA, why aren't' the Lumbee using it?

The associate solicitor at the Interior De-
partment rules in October 1989, that the
Lumbee Tribe was {ineligible to proceed
through the BIA process, due to a statutory
bar in the 1956 Lumbee Act (copy of opinion
is attached). The 1956 Lumbee Act recognized
the Lumbees by name, but prohibited them
from receiving any benefits or services from
the Federal Government.

Aside from present ineligibility, the his-
toric blas of the BIA against Lumbee will
preclude any favorable administrative ac-
tion. BIA officials testified in opposition to
the bill at a recent joint hearing with the
House Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and the Senate Select Committee on In-
dian Affairs. During the hearing, present
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Branch of Acknowledgment and Research
personnel made it clear that they intend to
deny the Lumbee petition under current reg-
ulations despite the recommendations of
other academic scholars.

Why not repeal the 1956 legislation, then
require the Lumbees to proceed through the
BIA process?

Congress has never required any Indian
group to obtain both legislation and admin-
istrative action to become recognized. Over
the 12 years that the Department's acknowl-
edgment process has been in place, Congress
has considered the status of nine other tribes
subject to statutes that barred them from
the administrative process. In each case,
Congress enacted comprehensive recognition
legislation. One of the situations, that of the
Ysleta del Sur of Texas, is very similar to
the Lumbee situation in that the tribe had
no relationship with the Federal Govern-
ment before the enactment of termination-
type legislation that precluded administra-
tive acknowledgment. The Lumbee Tribe is
simply asking Congress to follow through
with its past practice in these situations.

Has the Lumbee's Native American iden-
tity been firmly established?

The Committee's hearing record contains
testimony from leading anthropologists and
historians, notably Dr. William Sturtevant
of the Smithsonian Institution, who have
concluded that the Lumbee Tribe meet all
the criteria for Federal recognition. The
Lumbees were recognized by the State of
North Carolina in 1885, and began seeking
Federal recognition in 1888. In response to
Federal bills, Congress asked the Interior
Department to investigate the tribe's his-
tory and condition. On three separate occa-
slons, in 1912, 1915, and 1933, the Department
concluded that the Lumbees were indeed In-
dians, existing as a separate and independent
community. The most comprehensive study,
done in 1914, traced their origin to Cheraw
and other coastal tribes. This study far ex-
ceeds in length and detail those presently
done by the BIA on petitions for recognition.

If the record is clear, why haven’t they al-
ready been recognized?

Each time a bill was introduced to recog-
nize the Lumbee Tribe, the Department of
the Interior testified in opposition, generally
because of the size and consequent cost of
recognizing the tribe. Recent history also re-
flects this concern on the part of the BIA.
The Bureau's objections about the size of the
Lumbee have come up repeatedly in off-
record discussions between members of the
Lumbee Tribe and some BIA officials. BIA
officials often privately acknowledge that,
had it not been for the size of the tribe, the
Lumbee Tribe would have been recognized
long ago.

Is the tribe’s enrollment process legiti-
mate so that only Lumbee Indians are en-
rolled?

The Lumbee Tribe requires documentation
to prove eligibility of any individual who ap-
plies. An applicant must be a descendant of
an ancestor that appeared on the 1890 and
1900 census. Of the 40,000 enrolled members,
approximately 90 percent reside in Robeson
and adjoining counties. All of the members
have proven Lumbee ancestry and maintain
close ties to the tribe and community. In ad-
dition, H.R. 1426 authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior to verify the validity of the
Lumbee roll.

Wouldn't Lumbee recognition open the
floodgates for other tribes seeking recogni-
tion?

There will always be tribes who seek rec-
ognition legislatively, but most of these
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tribes are eligible for the BIA process. The
1956 Act is one of two remaining termination
era statutes that bars administrative action
on tribal status according to the Department
of Interior. The other legislation is Catawba
which Congress will soon deal with as a land
claims settlement. Therefore, Lumbee is the
only remaining tribe to be dealt with. The
Committee would be following precedent by
recognizing the Lumbee legislatively and
would not establish a precedent for any
other tribe to do the same.

What about other Indian groups in Robe-
son and adjoining counties who are also in-
eligible for administrative action under the
1956 Lumbee Act?

Because of the close community ties and
proximity, many of these Indian groups are
inter-married and thus, inter-related. H.R.
1426 requires the Lumbee Tribe to re-open its
roll to individuals enrolled in the other
groups if those individuals qualify for enroll-
ment as Lumbee. However, if these groups
choose to be recognized independently of the
Lumbee, H.R. 1426 would make these groups
eligible to proceed through the BIA adminis-
trative process. Other than the Waccamaw-
Siouan, the other groups that are genealogi-
cally-related will be able to pursue the BIA
process.
big;hy do other tribes oppose the Lumbee

Some tribes mistakenly think the
Lumbees would be receiving preferential
treatment if they were recognized legisla-
tively. Others believe they will receive fewer
benefits if the Lumbees are brought into the
picture. Also, there are many tribes, espe-
cially those in the Western United States,
who are not as familiar with the Lumbee and
their special Eastern Heritage. Most of the
Indians who have been willing to meet with
them support their efforts.

What about the budgetary impact of
Lumbee recognition on the needs of other
tribes?

Several provisions are included to give the
Appropriations Committee flexibility to ad-
dress the needs of the Lumbee people, with-
out threatening the budgets of other Feder-
ally recognized tribes. This legislation re-
quires that any BIA funding for the Lumbee
must come through a separate appropriation,
separate from outlays for other Federally
recognized tribes. This funding mechanism
has been endorsed by Ross Swimmer, the
former Assistant Secretary for the Depart-
ment of Interior during the Reagan adminis-
tration.

If H.R. 1426 was passed, it would be 2 to 3
more years before the Interior Department
completed its evaluation of the tribe's mem-
bership rolls and budgetary needs.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, DC.
Memorandum to: Deputy to the Assistant
Secretary—Indian Affairs (Tribal Serv-
ices).
From: Associate Solicitor, Indian Affairs.
Subject: Lumbee Recognition Legislation,

This responds to your request for assist-
ance in interpreting the Act of July 7, 1956
(70 Stat. 254), the “Lumbee Act”, in connec-
tion with developing a Departmental posi-
tion on proposed legislation which would ex-
tend Federal recognition to the Lumbee Indi-
ans of North Carolina as a tribe.

The last sentence of section one of the
Lumbee Act states: ‘‘Nothing in this Act
shall make such Indians eligible for any
services performed by the United States for
Indians because of their status as Indians,
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and none of the statutes of the United States
which affect Indians because of their status
as Indians shall be applicable to the Lumbee
Indians."

Your acknowledgement regulations (25
CFR Part 83) do not apply ‘‘to groups which
are, or the members of which are, subject to
congressional legislation terminating or for-
bidding the Federal relationship.”” See 25
CFR §§83.3(e) and 83.7(g). Thus, the first issue
is whether the language quoted above from
the Lumbee Act is legislation “terminating
or forbidding the Federal relationship” with-
in the meaning of your regulations.

If the Lumbee Act is such legislation, your
staff has no authority under your current
regulations to act on the extensive petition
submitted by the Lumbees. Moreover, even if
your regulations were changed, absent Con-
gressional action removing or clarifying the
language quoted above from the Lumbee Act,
the Federal government would be precluded
from providing services or acknowledging a
government-to-government relationship
based solely on an administrative determina-
tion if the Lumbee Act is such legislation.

For the reasons briefly described below, we
have concluded that, the Department would
be exposed to substantial risks of litigation
if it provided services or acknowledged a
government-to-government relationship
with the Lumbee Indians, together with the
jurisdictional consequences of such a rela-
tionship, based solely on an administrative
determination. I do not believe that you as a
prudent trustee for those Indian tribes which
have been acknowledged would be justified
in committing the resources at your disposal
to reviewing and making an administrative
determination on the Lumbee petition know-
ing that there are unique circumstances sur-
rounding the Lumbees as a result of the
prior legislation which make a serious chal-
lenge to your determination inevitable.

You have recognized the uncertainty of
your ability to proceed with the consider-
ation of the Lumbee petition in the testi-
mony the department gave before the House
Interior Committee on September 26, 1989, on
H.R. 2335. In that testimony, Patrick Hayes,
Acting Deputy to the Assistant Secretary—
Indian Affairs (Operations), requested that
Congress clarify the situation in order for
you to proceed with any certainty.

The meaning of the Lumbee Act is, unfor-
tunately, simply not clear. This Department
and counsel for the Lumbees have taken dif-
ferent positions on the meaning of the act
over the last 15 or so years.

In 1977 and 1978, before your acknowledge-
ment regulations were final,! this office in-
formally took the preliminary position that
the Lumbee Act was legislation which either
terminated or forbade a Federal relationship
within the meaning of the then proposed reg-
ulations.? Relying on the analysis submitted

1The acknowledgement regulations were first is-
sued as proposed regulations on June 16, 1977 (42 Fed.
Reg. 30647) and reissued again as proposed regula-
tions on June 1, 1978 (43 Fed. Reg. 23743). They were
issued as final rules on September 5, 1978 (43 Fed.
Reg. 35361) and b effective O 2, 1978.

30ur informal position with regard to the Lumbee
Act was similar to the position taken with regard to
the 1964 Pascua Yaqui Act. 8. Rep. No. 95-T19, 96th
Cong., 24 Sess. 3, reprinted in 1978 U.8. Code Cong. &
Ad. News 1761, 1762. In March 1978, the Assistant Sec-
retary commented on a bill to extend Federal reec-
ognition to the Pascua Yaqui. He stated in part: “In
view of the foregoing [pending revised proposed ac-
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by counsel for the Lumbees, the department
changed this position when the House (95th
Cong., 2d Sess.) held hearings on H.R. 11630,
H.R. 12691, H.R. 12830 and H.R. 12996 in Au-
gust of 1978. A copy of the analysis by coun-
sel for the Lumbees is attached for your
ready reference.

In arguing that the Lumbees were not pre-
cluded from petitioning for acknowledge-
ment, counsel relied heavily on the opinion
of the Court of Appeals in Maynor v. Morton,
510 F. 2d 1256 (D.C. Cir. 1975). Maynor in-
volved a claim for benefits by individuals of
Lumbee ancestry who had been certified as
possessing one-half or more Indian blood
under the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934
(IRA). The Court of Appeals considered the
phrase “[n]othing in this Act” to be key and
concluded: ‘“Moreover, Congress was very
careful not to confer by this legislation any
special benefits on the people so designated
as Lumbee Indians. But we do not see that
Congress manifested any intention whatso-
ever to take away any rights conferred on in-
dividuals by any previous legislation [i.e., the
IRA]." Id. at 1258, emphasis in the in the
original.

Counsel for the Lumbees and our position
since late 1978 may have read too much into
the narrow holding of our Court of Appeals
in Maynor. On further review, we believe a
better interpretation is that that decision
can properly be cited only for the propo-
sition that the Lumbee Act did not take
away rights which had previously vested in
individuals under the IRA. To read the lan-
guage more broadly and conclude that the
section did not prohibit the provision of Fed-
eral services to persons who had not yet been
certified under the IRA at the time of the
Lumbee Act could be to render the section a
nullity.

The interpretation of disclaimer provisions
in legislation, such as those that commence
with “nothing in this act’, is admittedly ex-
tremely difficult. See for example, South
Caroling v. Catawaba Indian Tribe, 476 U.S. 498
(1986). Thus, we are persuaded that, absent
Congressional action clarifying or removing
the language quoted above from the Lumbee
Act, the Department would be exposed to se-
rious risk of litigation if it provided services
and recognized the special government-to-
government relationship with these non-res-
ervation based Indians solely on an adminis-
trative determination.

The risk of litigation is even greater in
light of the substantial concentration of
Lumbees in the townships around Pembroke.
Absent clarifying legislation, an administra-
tive determination that the Lumbees exist
as a tribe will certainly result in substantial
litigation over jurisdiction in those town-
ships. In light of recent litigation in Ver-
mont involving the Abenaki Indians, we
would expect individual defendants to claim
that these concentrations of Lumbees are
“dependent Indian communities” and that
the state, therefore, lacks jurisdiction. While
the law in the area is unsettled, such claims
are not frivolous. Legislation which ad-

tion has been enacted governing such exten-
sions.* * * “‘Instead of S. 1633 as introduced, the Ad-
ministration would support a bill which would
amend section 4 of the Act of October B, 1964, (T8
Stat. 1196) to remove a portion of that section which
now precludes any possibility of extension of serv-
fces to the Pascua Yaqui under administrative regu-
latd The language which we would support delet-

knowledgement regulations and S. 2375, a bill to es-
tablish procedures and guldelines for extending fed-
eral services], the Administration recommends that
the questions of extension of services to the Pascua
Yaqui not be decided until after this Department’s
final regulations have been issues or general legisla-

ing from that section states that ‘none of the stat-
utes of the United States which affect Indians be-
cause of their status as Indians shall be applicable
to the Yaqui Indians.’" 8. Rep. No. 85-719, 95th
Cong., 2d Sess. 7, reprinted in 1978 U.8. Code Cong. &
Ad. News 1761, 1766.
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dressed the jurisdictional issues, whether
part of a bill acknowledging the Lumbees’
tribal existence or as a separate bill, would
be very helpful in maintaining law and order
in the affected counties.

The position the Department took on the
1987 act to restore a Federal relationship
with the Ysleta de Sur Pueblo (the Tiwas) is
consistent with our present interpretation of
the Lumbee Act. While the Department took
the position that the legislation was nec-
essary in the case of the Tiwas, there are sig-
nificant differences between the Lumbee Act
and the 1968 Tiwa which made it even clearer
that the legislation was required for the
Tiwas.?

Both acts do, however, contain “nothing-
in-this-act” provisions which would invite
litigation if the Department were to com-
mence providing services and acknowledge a
government-to-government relationship,
with its accompanying jurisdictional impli-
cations, based solely on an administrative
determination without clarifying Congres-
slonal action.

For all the above reasons, I am constrained
to advise you that the Act of July 7, 1956 (70
Stat. 254), is legislation terminating or for-
bidding the Federal relationship within the
meaning of 25 CFR §§83.3(e) and 83.7(g) and
that, therefore, you are precluded from con-
sidering the application of the Lumbees for
recognition. This clears the way for Congress
to act on your recommendation to amend
the 1956 Lumbee act so that you may proceed
with the recognition process under 256 CFR
Part 83 or to enact H.R. 2335 which would
grant recognition to the Lumbee Tribe and
settle any jurisdictional questions which
might arise from such recognition by provid-
ing that criminal and civil jurisdiction re-
sides in the State of North Carolina unless
and until transferred as provided in the bill.

WILLIAM G. LAVELL.

BACKGROUND ON H.R. 1426

Nearly 40,000 Lumbee Indians are enrolled
in the Lumbee Tribe with over 90 percent of
these members residing in 18 communities
throughout Robeson County and adjacent
counties in rural southeastern North Caro-
lina. Eligibility for tribal enrollment is lim-
ited to persons who were identified as Indian
on source documents, including the 1900 and
1910 Federal census, dating from the early
1900's or who are determined by an Elders’
Review Committee to be Indian, and the di-
rect descendants of such persons. The
Lumbee Indians have never had a reservation
or received services from the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs (BIA) or the Indian Health Serv-
ice (IHS) though they are eligible for and do
receive funds from other Federal Indian pro-
grams because they are a state recognized
tribe. The Lumbee Regional Development
Association Inc. (LRDA) is presently the for-
mal representative of the Lumbee Indians.

3 The Act of December 12, 1968, 82 Stat. 93 (the
Tiwa Act), provided in Section 2, in pertinent part,
that: “"Responsibility, if any, for the Tiwa Indians of
Ysleta del Sur {s hereby transferred to the State of
Texas. Nothing in this Act shall make such tribe or
its members eligible for any services performed by
the United States for Indians because of their status
as Indians nor subject the United States to any re-
sponsibility, liability, claim, or demand of any na-
ture to or by such tribe or its members arising out
of their status as Indians, and none of the statutes
of the United States which affect Indians because of
their status as Indians shall be applicable to the
Tiwa Indians of Ysleta del Sur.” The transfer of re-
sponsibility to the State of Texas and the reference
to the Tiwas, as a ‘“‘tribe’ distinguished this act
from the Lumbee Act.
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LRDA is a non-profit corporation organized
in 1968. In 1984, the association was des-
ignated as an Interim Tribal Council.

While the exact origin and tribal deriva-
tion of the Lumbee Indians has been the sub-
ject of considerable dispute and uncertainty,
ethnologists have testified in previous hear-
ings that the tribe descends primarily from
the Cheraw Tribe, a Siouan speaking tribe
first encountered by Europeans in 1524. In
1914, Special Indian Agent O.M. McPherson,
sent to investigate the history and condition
of the tribe, concluded that the tribe was de-
scended from the Cheraw Tribe. In 1934, John
Swanton of the Bureau of Ethnology, agreed
that the Lumbees were descended from the
Cheraw Tribe. At a Select Committee hear-
ing in 1988, Dr. Jack Campisi, the tribe’s
ethnohistorian, and Dr. William Sturtevant,
general editor of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion's ““Handbook of North American Indi-
ans,” confirmed the Cheraw origins of the
Lumbee Tribe. Dr. Sturtevant, acknowledged
as the leading anthropolgist specializing in
American Indians, also observed that anthro-
pologists are of the unanimous view that the
Lumbees constitute an Indian tribe.

Throughout the 1700's, many references are
found in newspapers and other accounts to
an Indian community, sometimes designated
a Cheraw community, along “Drowing
Creek,” now called the Lumber River from
which the tribe draws its present name.
Many of the surnames of current tribal mem-
bers are traced to ancestors of this period.
Because of the precarious position of Indians
in the early 1800's with the removal of many
tribes to Oklahoma, the Indians of Robeson
County became quiet about their Indian
identity. However, incidents during and after
the Civil War showed much activity in the
Indian community, including recognition by
local governmental authorities of this com-
munity as an Indian community. The major
Lumbee folk hero, Henry Berry Lowrie, led a
rebellious band at the close of the War until
his disappearance in 1872. His memory is
honored each summer when the Lumbees put
on their outdoor drama titled ‘‘Strike at the
Wind."

Lumbee history since the Civil War shows
the continuous existence of a distinct Indian
community with its own leaders who aggres-
sively defend Lumbee interests. In 1885, the
State of North Carolina recognized the tribe
and established a separate school system for
Lumbee children. Enrollment in the school
was restricted to Lumbee children who could
demonstrate Lumbee descent four genera-
tions back, or into the 1770’s, with Lumbee
leaders authorized to determine eligibility to
enroll. These enrollment records, along with
federal census records, form the base roll
from which all present day tribal members
must demonstrate descent. On March 286,
1913, the State’s Attorney General Bikett is-
sued an opinion that the county board of
education could overrule decisions of the
Lumbee leaders as to eligibility for enroll-
ment in the Lumbee schools. The Lumbees
objected to this infringement on their inde-
pendence and wunder pressure from the
Lumbee leadership, the State of North Caro-
lina enacted legislation in 1919 that set aside
the Attorney General's opinion. The Indian
Normal School established under authority
of the 1885 state statute is today Pembroke
State University.

The contemporary Lumbee community is
closely bound together by extensive and
overlapping kinship ties an the strong sense
of Robeson County and environs as ‘‘home.”
Other Indian institutions, including all In-
dian churches, a newspaper, an annual home-
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coming, and predominantly Indian schools,
serve to further bind the Lumbees together
in a distinct community. In summary, the
historical record is persuasive and compel-
ling that for the last two hundred years the
Lumbees have functioned as an Indian tribe
and have been recognized as such by state
and local authorities.

The Lumbees first petitioned the Congress
for Federal recognition in 1888. Since then
the tribe has made numerous attempts to
achieve recognition of their status as Indians
from the United States, including attempts
that were made in 1899, 1910 and 1912. In 1914
an Indian Office investigation, carried out at
the direction of the Senate, found that
Lumbees were eligible to attend Federal In-
dian schools. Again in 1924, the tribe sought
Congressional support, as well as in 1932 and
1933. The reports and studies done by the De-
partment of the Interior on the tribe's his-
tory and condition in response to these bills
fully document the Department’s extensive
knowledge about and experience with the
Lumbee Indians. These bills generally
tracked and followed upon state legislation
which has been enacted recognizing the tribe
under a particular name and in some cases
extending certain services to the tribe. But
in each instance, the Federal legislation
failed. Always, the economic effects of rec-
ognition seemed to be the genesis for denial
of Federal recognition.

In 1951, by a margin of 2,169 to 35, Robeson
County Indians voted to adopt the name
“Lumbee Indians of North Carolina' in pref-
erence to ‘‘Cherokee Indians of North Caro-
lina" and, in 1953, the General Assembly of
North Carolina passed a bill designating
them as ‘‘Lumbee Indians of North Caro-
lina.”

In 1956, Congress enacted the Act of June 7,
1956 (70 Stat. 2564) recognizing these Indians
as “Lumbee Indians of North Carolina,” but,
at the request of the Department of the Inte-
rior, added a sentence providing that—

“Nothing in this Act shall make such Indi-
ans eligible for any services performed by
the United States for Indians because of
their status as Indians, and none of the stat-
utes of the United States which affect Indi-
ans because of their status as Indians shall
be applicable to the Lumbee Indians."

The 1953 state legislation was and is ac-
cepted by the State of North Carolina and
the tribe as recognition legislation. The
identical Federal bill was intended by the
tribe to have the same legal effect. The
tribe's historian testified before the Senate
in 1988 that the tribe plainly intended and
understood the 1986 Federal Act to be rec-
ognition legislation, evidenced by the hun-
dred year history of the tribe's efforts to ob-
tain federal recognition legislation upon the
heels of and in the same terms as state rec-
ognition legislation.

Excerpts from the legislative history of the
1956 act support the view that the Federal
bill had the same purpose as the earlier,
identical state legislation, l.e., recognition
of the tribe. Senator Scott, the sponsor of
the 1956 bill, testified in support of the bill
before a Senate subcommittee that, ‘‘The
State of North Carolina has already by state
law recognized the Lumbee Indians under
that tribal name * * * Giving official [fed-
eral] recognition to the Lumbee Indians
means a great deal to the 4,000 Indians in-
volved* * *." During Congressional consider-
ation of the bill, it was widely reported as a
recognition bill in contemporaneous news-
paper articles.

The amendment to the 1956 Act was appar-
ently necessary in the view of the Depart-
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ment of the Interior to insure that the bill
did not obligate the United States to provide
services to the tribe. (Comment of Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, H. Rep. No. 1654,
84th Cong., 2d Sess.). However, the restric-
tion on eligibility for services does not, by
itself, affect the intent to recognize the
tribe. The 1953 state act had not provided for
services and yet it was and is accepted as
recognition legislation.

The 1956 Lumbee Act served as the model
for another act of Congress, namely the 1968
act relating to the Tiwa Indians of Texas (82
Stat. 93). The legislative history of the 1968
Tiwa Act states explicitly that the 1956
Lumbee Act is the model for the Tiwa legis-
lation (H. Rep. No. 1070, 90th Cong., 2d Sess.).
In 1987, the Congress extended full federal
recognition to the Tiwas and in doing so, ac-
knowledged that the 1968 Tiwa Act had rec-
ognized the Tiwas (8. Rep. 100-80, 100th
Cong., 18t Sess.). If the 1968 Tiwa Act recog-
nized the tribe, then its model—the 1956
Lumbee Act—must have recognized the
Lumbee as well.

Concern has been expressed that passage
by Congress of the bill to recognize the
Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of North
Carolina would be unfair to other tribes who
are also seeking recognition through the
Branch of Acknowledgment and Research
(BAR). The Select Committee held an over-
sight hearing on BAR in May 1988 and it is
clear from that hearing that the office
charged with the responsibility in the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs for handling acknowl-
edgment petitions 1is over-burdened and
badly understaffed. It would also appear that
the processes and criteria developed over the
years may also be impeding the ability of the
Bureau to handle these petitions with any
degree of dispatch.

At that hearing, the BIA testified that
there are some 83 petitioners, 57 of which
have submitted no documentation and 26
with documented petitions that are awaiting
consideration or are in the preliminary re-
view process. They indicated that the entire
process may take 3 or 4 years from the time
the group begins its research. In fact, there
is reason to believe the process may take
twice this length of time.

Prior to 1978, there was no formal adminis-
trative process through which non-Federally
recognized groups of Indians could seek rec-
ognition. In 1978, as a result of a rec-
ommendation made by the American Indian
Policy Review Commission and the introduc-
tion of legislation, there was established by
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in its Branch of
Acknowledgement and Research (BAR) an
administrative procedure, usually referred to
as the Federal Acknowledgement Process
(FAP), for such groups to petition for ac-
knowledgement as a Federally-recognized In-
dian tribe.

The rules and regulations governing that
process are set out in title 25 of the Code of
Federal Regulations in Part 83, entitled
“Procedures for Establishing that an Amer-
ican Indian Group Exists as an Indian
Tribe.”” Section 83.7 sets out seven manda-
tory criteria that a petition must contain to
qualify the petitioning group for acknowl-
edgement as an Indian tribe as follows:

1. A statement of facts establishing that
the petitioner has been identified from his-
torical times until the present on a substan-
tially continuous basis, as ‘“American In-
dian” or “‘aboriginal.”

2. Evidence that a substantial portion of
the petitioning group inhabits a specific area
or lives in a community viewed as American
Indian and distinct from other populations
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in the areas, and that its members are de-
scendants of an Indian tribe which histori-
cally inhabited a specific area.

3. A statement of facts which establishes
that the petitioner has maintained tribal po-
litical influence or other authority over its
members as an autonomous entity through-
out history until the present.

4, A copy of the group's present governing
documents or, in the absence of a written
document, a statement describing in full the
membership criteria and the procedures
through which the group currently governs
its affairs and its members.

5. A list of all known current members of
the group and a copy of each available
former list of members based on the group's
own defined criteria.

6. A statement that the membership of the
petitioning group is composed principally of
persons who are not members of any other
North American Indian tribe.

7. A statement that the petitioner is not,
nor are its members, the subject of congres-
sional legislation which has expressly termi-
nated or forbidden the Federal relationship.

On January 4, 1980, the Lumbee petitioners
submitted an undocumented letter petition
to the Bureau of Indian Affairs pursuant to
the BAR process. On December 17, 1988, the
LRDA submitted a documented petition for
acknowledgement as an Indian tribe for the
Lumbee Indians. Additional documents were
submitted as recently as September 5, 1989.
The LRDA petition consists of a two volume
narrative report, one and a half file boxes of
documentary evidence and a copy of the 16
volume membership roll. The LRDA petition
is one of 12 petitions from North Carolina,
including five groups in Robeson and adjoin-
ing counties where the Lumbee group is lo-
cated.

The difficulty for the Lumbee Tribe in at-
tempting to use the Administrative recogni-
tion process is further complicated by a find-
ing of the Associate Solicitor for Indian Af-
fairs of the Department of the Interior that
the tribe is precluded from the Administra-
tive recognition by virtue of the 1956 Act.
The opinion, issued to the Assistant Sec-
retary for Indian Affairs on October 23, 1989,
states—

*. . .1 am constrained to (hold) that the
Act of July T, 1956 (T0 Stat. 254), is legislation
terminating or forbidding the Federal
relationship . . . and that, therefore, you
are precluded from considering the applica-
tion of the Lumbees for recognition. This
clears the way for Congress to act on your
recommendation to amend the 1956 Lumbee
Act so that you may proceed with the rec-
ognition process . . . or to enact H. R. 2335
which grant recognition to the Lumbee
Tribe . . .”

In recent years, in non-claim situations,
the Congress has only been successful in
moving recognition legislation in situations
where an Indian group would clearly be de-
nied access to the BAR petitioning process.
Examples of this are the Pascua Yaqui Tribe
which, having migrated from Mexico, was
not indigenous to the United States and
therefore ineligible to file a petition; and
tribes such as those in Oregon which had
been the subject of legislation terminating
the Federal relationship, or tribes such as
those in Texas which were the subject of leg-
islation transferring jurisdiction to the
State, and therefore deemed ineligible to file
& petition for Federal recognition.

In the 100th Congress, legislation was en-
acted to provide for the separate recognition
of the Lac Vieux Desert Band of Chippewa
Indians in Michigan, This was a group al-
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ready recognized by the Department of the

Interior as a part of another tribal entity

and already receiving some Federal services

on the basis of their status as members of a

Federally recognized Indian tribe. The Bu-

reau of Indian Affairs testified that the

group was not eligible to be considered under
the BAR process and for this reason sup-
ported the legislative recognition. The tribe

was also unanimously supported by the 29

other tribes in the local inter-tribal council,

including the tribe from which it was sepa-
rating.

It is clear that under some circumstances,
recognition of a tribe is an issue that the
Congress should address. Congress plainly
has the Constitutional authority to recog-
nize tribes. In fact, the overwhelming major-
ity of the presently recognized Indian tribes
were recognized by Congress either through
treaty or statute. The present administra-
tive acknowledgment process was estab-
lished under general authority delegated by
the Congress to the Department of the Inte-
rior, but there is no specific statutory au-
thority for the process. Hence, the sub-
stantive criteria applied in the present ad-
ministrative process and the procedures used
by the Department in processing petitions
are wholly administrative in origin. Obvi-
ously, Congress is not bound by those admin-
istrative criteria or procedures in determin-
ing whether to extend recognition to a par-
ticular tribe. Congress may take the admin-
istrative criteria into consideration along
with a number of other factors, such as the
general view of anthropologists and other ex-
perts, whether the tribe was ever recognized
by Congress by treaty or statute, and the
overall history and condition of the tribe.

The Lumbee Tribe argues that there are a
number of reasons why legislation is needed
to amend the 1956 Lumbee Act and extend
full recognition to the Lumbee Tribe of
North Carolina: (1) the Lumbee Indians were
recognized by Congress through legislation
in 1956, although services and the applicabil-
ity of general Indian statutes were denied;
(2) because of the flnal sentence of the
Lumbee Act precluding the applicability of
general Indian statutes, the Lumbee Tribe
falls outside the scope of the BAR process
which was established under authority of
general Indlan statutes; (3) the tribe has
been officially and continuously recognized
by the State of North Carolina since 1885 and
unofficially since the 1830's and, as such,
presently receives all Federal benefits avail-
able to Indian tribes except those adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the
Indian Health Service; (4) the tribe has been
studied extensively by anthropologists and
historians during the 20th century and is
widely regarded as a tribe entitled to be fed-
erally recognized; (5) the tribe first peti-
tioned Congress for recognition is 1888, long
before there was an official BAR process im-
posed by the Administration, and the tribe
has repeated its petitions a number of times
over the past 100 years only to be turned
down for economic reasons; and (6) because
of the size of the Lumbee Tribe, the BAR is
not adequately staffed or able to process the
Lumbee petition within the time frame of
the BAR regulations.

STATEMENT OF ADOLPH BLUE, CHAIRMAN OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, LUMBEE RE-
GIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
The Lumbee Tribe has historically been

governed by the heads of families who com-

prise the Lumbee Tribe. From time to time,
this leadership has exercised its sovereignty
by shaping the tribal form of government to
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meet the challenges presented by local,
state, and federal governments. During the
Civil War, following decades of living at
peace with its non-Indian neighbors, the
tribal leadership responded to acts of depri-
vations by engaging in warfare against its
non-Indian citizens. Following that war, and
the larger Civil War, the leadership of the
tribe pursued a political relationship with
the State of North Carolina which led to the
recognition of the tribe in 1885 by the State
of North Carolina. Four years later, the trib-
al leadership petitioned the United States
for federal Indian assistance, but were denied
because of insufficient funds to meet the
need of existing Indian “wards'. Into this
century, the tribal leadership has continued
its effort to come under federal protection.
On three separate occasions, since the turn
of the century, the U.S. Department of the
Interior has sent its Indian agents to Robe-
son County to investigate the tribe. In each
of these instances, these Indian agents have
consistently reported to the Interior of the
tribal existence of the Lumbee. Yet, the In-
terior withheld assistance because of an in-
ability to serve existing wards.

Finally, in 1956, the United States Con-
gress enacted the Lumbee Act of 1956 which
acknowledged the tribe to be American In-
dian while denying the tribe the federal rela-
tionship it had continuously sought since
1889. Twelve years after the enactment of the
1956 Lumbee Act, the leadership of the tribe
organized Lumbee Regional Development As-
soclation to address its concerns before
local, state, and national bodies. The Board
of Directors for Lumbee Regional Develop-
ment Association was subsequently author-
ized under a 1884 tribal referendum to rep-
resent the tribe's interest in obtaining full
federal acknowledgment. My name is Adolph
Blue, and I am the great-grandson of Preston
Locklear, one of the fifty-four tribal leaders,
who petitioned the Congress in 1889 for the
federal acknowledgment of the Lumbee. I am
also Chairman of the Board of Directors for
Lumbee Regional Development Association,
the interim governing body of the Lumbee
Tribe.

The Board of Directors of Lumbee Regional
Development Association (LRDA) has taken
on many of the functions normally per-
formed by tribal councils in other tribes. For
example, in 1984 the Board of Directors held
a referendum to get tribal permission to act
as an interim tribal counecil for federal rec-
ognition. The referendum passed overwhelm-
ingly. Yet, the more traditional forms of
Lumbee organization have remained, and the
community values regarding leadership have
continued.

Politics within the Lumbee Tribe contin-
ues to be the product of the complex inter-
play of family, religion, and settlement. As
in the past, each settlement has its individ-
nals who are regarded as leaders, people who
can be called upon for assistance and guid-
ance, and who will seek help for others with-
out request.

The changes in voter registration have en-
abled more tribal members to seek and win
public office at a variety of levels—school
boards, county commisioners, political party
and town offices. The Lumbees have a large
cadre of lawyers, including two judges (Supe-
rior Court and District Court), a representa-
tive in the North Carolina General Assem-
bly, doctors, businessmen, and other profes-
sionals who take an active part in the tribe's
political affairs. Because of the tribe’s stress
on individualism, there are always many ap-
proaches to the solution of any problem.

Historically, much of the visible Lumbee
political organization has been problem-ori-
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ented. Thus the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth century efforts to improve educational
opportunities for the tribe and to attain fed-
eral and state recognition have revolved
around specific issues and charismatic lead-
ers. This continues to the present day. In
this century, tribal leaders such as Mr. Jo-
seph Brooks and Mr. James *'Jim" Chavis led
the tribe’s efforts in the 1930s for federal ac-
knowledgment. In the 18508, Rev. D.F. Lowry
led a sustained effort that had widespread
community support of the Lumbee bill.
Later, in the same decade, the Lumbee re-
sponded to threats by the Klu Klux Klan by
attacking their rally in Maxton.

In the 1960s the tribal members organized
to fight the desegregation of their schools
and to increase their political power in the
country through voter registration. There
were other isues that focused tribal energies.
In 1972, the Board of Trustees announced
plans to replace the main building on the
campus of Pembroke State University. A
group, led by Janie Maynor Locklear,
Danford Dial, Luther M. Moore, and W.J,
Strickland, successfully fought the proposal,
and after the building was destroyed by fire,
they were able to get the state to recon-
struct it. While the *‘Old Main'' issues was
going on, many of the same leaders led the
fight to have ‘“double voting" ended. This
was a system that permitted whites to vote
in both one of the five separate school dis-
tricts in the county that were largely white
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getting legislative relief, they filed a legal
action, which they won in 1975.

As in the past, there are leaders who have
established strong contacts with the non-In-
dian politicians in both parties (although
Lumbees tend to be Democrats). These indi-
viduals are capable of helping Lumbees with
the law, securing state and county positions,
and bringing to the public officials in Lum-
berton (county seat of Robeson), Raleigh,
and Washington the view of the tribe on a
variety of concerns. While LRDA has served
to focus many of the tribal interests, and has
acted as a voice for many tribal concerns,
particularly those that have to do with other
tribes and Indian associations, it is not the
sole mechanism by which tribal members
give expressions to their needs and opinion.

The Lumbee have elected leaders to rep-
resent their interests in the county govern-
ment, school boards, and state government.
The tribe also has members who serve on
State and federal panels. In addition, there
are tribal members who exert great influence
in the county and state.

DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERIM GOVERNING BODY
OF THE LUMBEE TRIBE

There are seventeen members of the Board
of Directors for Lumbee Regional Develop-
ment Association. Fourteen of these direc-
tors are elected by tribal members residing
in Robeson County, North Carolina. The
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Robeson County is divided into 41 pre-
cincts. In land size, Robeson County covers
844 square miles and is North Carolina’s 2nd
largest county. The LRDA electoral plan for
electing the 14 Board members divides the 41
precincts into 9 LRDA electoral districts.
The following tables list these electoral dis-
tricts with the racial population of each dis-
trict; the data is based upon the 1990 census.
(The Board is now studying re-districting
based upon this data.

LRDA DISTRICT |
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Total
mmmmm

and also in the county-wide school system fourteen elected directors of the Board elect ?;;I SR S
which was 60 percent Indian. This fight was three additional directors to represent the 1757 1391 139 216 11
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One-third of the total county population is
located in 13 precincts. As illustrated below,
two-thirds or more of the population in each
of these 10 precincts is American Indian, rep-
resenting the greatest concentration of trib-
al membership.

Total popu- i sl

Precinct on Mo gy ol Gt
9606 8,184 "

194 136 70 Vi

06 403 v
2748 2182 79 wil

I 25 B2 i
264 2381 W
2618 1806 W
1650 1212 13 wi

15 [0 7 W

193 1559 8l B

1T [ i
ECCTTRTY TR " I

In terms of community identification, the
precincts listed previously cover the Lumbee
communities of Pembroke, Prospect, Magno-
lia, and Fairgrove.

REPRESENTATION OF TRADITIONAL LUMBEE
LEADERSHIP FAMILIES ON LRDA BOARD

As noted above, the tribe has been tradi-
tionally led by certain family heads. This
same pattern continues today, as shown by
the descent of LRDA board members from
those families. Of the 17 members of the
board, six are direct lineal descendants, for
example, of the 54 tribal leaders who peti-
tioned the Congress in 1889):

Board member

Tribal leader ancestor  Relation to ancestor

Adolph Blue ... Ilmll:l great-grand-
ather.
Grover Oxendine ......... Plhﬂ!' h&'irwl-mné-
ather.
James S. Sampson _...... Patemal great great-
grandfather.
Plhm":i'gml-srlrld»
Pateral great-grand-
ﬂm;r““:; great
Roderick Locklear ....... Pateral grandfather.
Patemal great-grand-
father.
Emma L Lockiear ........ ?ﬂfe:tnl great-grand-
A Bruce Jones ............ Silas Deese ... 2 Pmml irul grat-

While other Board members are not direct
lineal descendants of the 54 tribal leaders
who petitioned in 1889, all have a kinship re-
lationship to the 54 tribal leaders who first
petitioned the Congress in 1889. The below
examples illustrate the kinship relationship
for three of the LRDA Board members to one
or more of the 54 tribal leaders who peti-
tioned in 1889:

Rev. Grover Ozendine—Rev. Oxendine’s pa-
ternal grandfather, Hugh Oxendine, had 2
brothers and 4 nephews who were among the
54 Petitioners in 1889.

Sylvia (Clark) Locklear.—Mrs. Locklear's
maternal grandfather and her paternal great
great grandfather were the brother and sis-
ter of Preston Locklear, one of the 54 Peti-
tioners in 1889. In addition, another paternal
grandmother was the sister of John Bullard,
and the sister-in-law of Malachi Locklear.
Both John Bullard and Malachi Locklear
were among the 54 Petitioners in 1889.

Marilyn (Locklear) Dial.—Mrs. Dial's pater-
nal great great grandfather and her maternal
great grandfather were the brothers of Pres-
ton Locklear, one of the 54 Petitioners; they
also had two nephews who were among the 54
Petitioners.

All of the 17 Board members are direct lin-
eal descendants of tribal ancestors who are
known to have occupled the present day
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Lumbee communities in the late 1700s; 15 of
the 17 Board members reside in communities
that are viewed as Indian communities. 1 of
the 17 Board members resides in the Raleigh,
NC area; and another resides in the Balti-
more, Md. area.

All of the 17 Board members attended pub-
lic schools that were governed and controlled
by the tribal leadership, up until 1971 when
Indian schools were desegregated. One of the
17 Board members is also an elected member
to the Robeson County Board of Commis-
sioners; another is the Executive Director of
the NC Commission of Indian Affairs and a
former Vice President for the Southeastern
District to the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians; another is an elected member
to the NC Commission of Indian Affairs’
Board of Directors; as a whole, LRDA Board
members serve on many local, state, and na-
tional political bodies.

TRIBAL GOVERNMENTAL FUNCTIONS PERFORMED
BY THE LRDA BOARD OF DIRECTORS

The LRDA Board of Directors establishes
policy and provides direction to the staff of
LRDA in addressing the needs of the Lumbee
Tribe. Currently, LRDA administers a total
budget of $3.5 million to address the needs of
the tribe residing in Robeson and adjoining
counties. Approx. 7% of these funds are fed-
eral funds received by LRDA because of the
tribe’s longstanding recognition by the State
of North Carolina.

As stated previously, the LRDA Board of
Directors has over the years gradually per-
formed many of the functions normally per-
formed by tribal councils among other
tribes. In 1984, by tribal referendum, orga-
nized by the Board of Directors, the members
of the tribe voted to designate the Board of
Directors as the interim governing body of
the tribe.

Examples of the governmental functions
performed by the Board of Directors include:

1. The Board of Directors decides the mem-
bership criteria for the membership of the
tribe. Decision of the Board with respect to
Blis’ibilit.y for tribal membership is final.

2. The Board of Directors establishes elec-
t.lon procedures and conducts tribal elections
for the purpose of electing the tribal delega-
tion to the NC Commission of Indian Affairs’
Board of Directors.

3. The Board of Directors appoints tribal
membership to area Boards, including: The
NC Cultural Center, the NC Indian Housing
Authority, the Lumbee River Legal Services,
and the Four-County Community Action
Agency.

4. The Board of Directors, through the
Lumbee tribal membership criteria, decides
who is % Lumbee blood for purpose of quali-
fying for the Michigan tuition waiver,

5. The Board of Directors sponsors an an-
nual Homecoming of the tribe, the tribe's
fall pow-wow, and determines those who re-
ceives the tribe's award for outstanding serv-
ices in the Lumbee community, excellence in
education and economic development, and
the Henry Berry Lowry Award (the tribe's
most prestigious award).

6. The Board of Directors establishes fees
for the tribal owned and operated day care
centers.

7. The Board of Directors negotiates con-
tracts and other instruments which raise
capital for tribal economic development
projects.

8. The Board of Directors employs legal
representation to represent the tribe’s inter-
est in federal acknowledgment.

9. The Board of Directors elects the tribe's
delegate to the National Congress of Amer-
ican Indians and the Lumbee representative
to the United Tribes.
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10. The Board of Directors recommends
tribal nominees to the National Advisory
Council for Indian Education (all are Presi-
dential appointees).

BRIEF HISTORY OF LUMBEE REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

In 1968, tribal leaders met to discuss the
way by which the members of the Lumbee
Tribe could formally organize to benefit
from the wvarious poverty programs then
avallable. The members of the group held the
conviction that although the Lumbees rep-
resented a third or more of the population of
the county, they were not receiving the fair
share of the available services and resources.
Out of these informal meetings and discus-
sions, often held in the Lumbee Churches
and well intended by the heads of the
Lumbee families, came a plan for the
Lumbee Regional Development Association,
Inc.

The first task faced by the newly chartered
corporation was to organize an infrastruc-
ture that reflected its goals of improving the
conditions of the tribal members within
Robeson and adjoining counties. The cor-
porate charter provided for a Board of Direc-
tors of not less than four members. However,
this stipulation offered little guidance for
developing a community-based organization.
To remedy this, the Board of Directors took
two steps: it expanded its size to nine mem-
bers, and it appointed a steering committee
of fifteen representing every sector of the
Lumbee community.

LRDA continued its efforts to expand its
role in the Lumbee community and to in-
volve larger segments of the community. It
appointed individuals from the various set-
tlement to serve on committees and hold
general membership meetings on a regular
basis. To broaden its leadership base and to
meet the needs of an expanding organization,
the Board of Directors increased its member-
ship to nine in 1971.

In 1975, LRDA's charter was changed to
permit the election of the Board of Directors
by members of the Lumbee tribe. The char-
ter was amended to expand the board mem-
bership to seventeen members; fourteen are
elected by districts and three are elected by
the Board to represent the Lumbee popu-
lation in Hoke and Scotland Counties (both
adjoin Robeson), Raleigh, NC, and Baltimore,
MD. The terms of all board members are for
three years and they are elected on a stag-
gered schedule, 5-5-4. Each electoral district,
based upon the 1980 Census, has a minimum
population of 2,000 Lumbee Indians. Since its
inception, LRDA has had four Executive Di-
rectors.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND FUNDING

LRDA received its first grant from the Na-
tional Congress of American Indians to carry
out a literacy project among tribal members.
The grant, & modest $4,300, was for a term of
one year. Within a year, LRDA had estab-
lished, through its directors and Steering
Committee, adult classes in a number of In-
dian settlements. They were staffed by
Lumbee teachers on a voluntary basis. A sec-
ond project called the Lumbee Educational
Talent Search Project was initiated to iden-
tify potential drop-outs in junior high levels
and to assist in identifying exceptionally
talented students in the senior high levels
for assistance in scholarships and loan pro-
grams for Indian students. LRDA sought and
received funding for a wide range of social
and economic activities, including senior cit-
izen health care, job training, nutrition, and
elementary and secondary school programs.

One can get some idea of the success and
impact of LRDA on the Lumbee community
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by looking at the programs operated by the
organization. In 1991, LRDA has a total budg-
et of $3,528,482 and directs 13 programs. Of
this total, $2.2 million is Indian set-aside
funds, to operate the Employment and
Training program and the Low-Income En-
ergy Assistance program.

Carolina sunbelt media ................ $1,160,000
400,000

50,000

30,000

342,154

1,293,607

870,000

99,268

Adm, for Native Americans 100,000
Lumbee homecoming ...... 20,000
OBBA i lestianressmonizss 130,000
ORA i 8,436
Pool .... 25,000
ORRY. oo imissi e hhami il b as i RS ASE 3,528,482

TRIBAL RECOGNITION

The third area of concern, and the one that
set LRDA apart from other agencies con-
cerned with rural poverty, had to do with the
organization’s efforts to act on behalf of the
Lumbee Indians and to enhance the under-
standing of others concerning the tribe.

Since its inception, LRDA has responded
to three principal concerns related to
Lumbee tribal identity. They are: (1) activi-
ties that express the Lumbees' sense of iden-
tity, (2) the tribe’s relationships with other
tribes and Indian organizations, and (3) the
tribe's relations with the state and federal
governments.

1. Activities: While during the early years
of the organization, the principal concerns
addressed had to do with economic and social
improvement of the Lumbee population,
LRDA from its inception was involved in the
organization of the Lumbee Homecoming
initially a joint venture with the Pembroke
Jaycees. After 1971, LRDA took over sole re-
sponsibility for the planning and execution
of the event.

In addition, LRDA has sponsored a number
of programs of a cultural nature. Until re-
cently, when funding was withdrawn due to
federal cut-backs, LRDA directed the
Lumbee River Native American Center for
the Arts, whose objective was to provide gift-
ed students experience and training in the
area of music, dance, visual arts, drama,
speech and creative writing. The program en-
rolled 350 students with a curriculum based
on an Indian course of study and the talents
of the students were given exposure through
performances at the local high schools, Pem-
broke State University and other public
functions. There were recitals, performances
of plays and dance, and art exhibits.

2. Relations with other Tribes and Indian
Organizations: In 1972, LRDA sent a rep-
resentative to the NCAI annual convention
in Florida. However, by the mid-1970s a split
had developed between the Lumbee leader-
ship and the NCAI over the role of the non-
federally recognized tribes and LRDA took
the lead in articulating the tribal position.
Beginning in 1974 the delegates to the annual
NCAI convention passed the two resolutions
that were anti-Lumbee; one passed in Port-
land, Oregon, called for the replacement of
Adolph Dial as a member of the American In-
dian Policy Review Commission, while the
other called upon the United States to cease
funding non-recognized tribes. In January,
1976 the Executive Council of the NCAI
passed a resolution that included the follow-
ing section: Resolved: That all governmental
agencies cease granting of funds that are
earmarked for the Indian tribes of our coun-
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try to those organizations that are not feder-
ally recognized (AIPRC 1976: 1693).

The Lumbee leaders of LRDA were quick
to respond, sending off letters to the NCAI,
newspapers, and governmental officials con-
demning this attack.

The Lumbee tribe was the target of similar
discrimination from the United Southeast-
ern Tribes (USET). In this instance USET
submitted a proposal to the Department of
Health Education and Welfare in which it
specifically excluded the Lumbee tribe. By
1980, these organizations had changed their
views and the Lumbee tribe was accepted
fully.

The Lumbee tribe through LRDA also be-
longed to the Coalition of Eastern Native
Americans (CENA) until its demise in 1976.
CENA grew out of a conference held in Wash-
ington in 1972, organized by two Lumbee
leaders, Helen Schierbeck and W.J.
Strickland. Over 200 delegates from recog-
nized and non-recognized tribes, commu-
nities and groups east of the Mississippi
River attended. Strickland was chosen to di-
rect the new organization, which at its
height, included sixty tribes and associations
covering the area from Maine to Louisiana,
as members. The organization's decline was
the result of a number of factors: the viru-
lent feelings against non-federally recog-
nized tribes that characterized the period,
shifts in federal funding priorities, and the
very growth of the organization that re-
sulted in administrative problems that could
not be easily resolved.

The leaders of LRDA, in addition to their
efforts to promote tribal objectives with na-
tional Indian organizations, saw the need to
further the relationship with state author-
ity. As has been noted previously, Lumbees
have always had some influence in state poli-
tics, but this effort was to be on a pan-bridal
basis. In 1970 leaders from LRDA approached
Governor Robert Scott with the idea of es-
tablishing a state commission on Indian Af-
fairs. Scott was initially cool to the idea but
influential Lumbee leaders like John Willie
Oxendine and Ruth Dial Woods contacted the
governor and were able to get a planning
group organized. In 1971 the state established
the Commission of Indian Affairs as an inde-
pendent agency, and Early Maynor, & mem-
ber of LRDA’'s Board of Directors, was named
as the first executive director. In 1977 the
commission was changed from an independ-
ent agency to a special advocacy agency
under the Department of Administration. A.
Bruce Jones succeeded Early Maynor as the
executive director in 1976. The North Caro-
lina Indian Commission (NCIA) continues to
be a major voice in state Indian policy,
showing the influence of the Lumbee tribal
leaders on regional Indian Affairs.

In 1975, LRDA and NCIC held a staff retreat
to discuss common concerns. One of the
products of that retreat was the establish-
ment of an annual conference, the North
Carolina Indian Unity Conference. The con-
ference has been immensely successful,
growing from 100 participants in 1975 to over
600 in 1986, and has developed from a one day
workshop to a three day event that includes
general assemblies, workshops, talent shows,
pow-wows, bangquets and dances. Featured
speakers have included the state's governors,
and other state and federal officials includ-
ing individuals from the U.S. Office of Indian
Education, Administration for Native Amer-
icans, U.S. Department of Labor, and Hous-
ing and Urban Development. The conference
also provides a forum for candidates for
state-wide offices. Throughout the period
LRDA leadership has been deeply involved
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not only in the affairs of NCIC, but also in
the development of the Unity Conferences.

Until 1983 the Unity Conference was spon-
sored by NCIC, but in that year a new orga-
nization—United Tribes of North Carolina
(UTNC)—took over the program. This orga-
nization consists of the tribes and Indian or-
ganizations within the state and was formed
to carry out activities that could not be han-
dled by the state agency. The revenue from
the Unity Conference is used to finance the
organization’s activities.

3. State and Federal Relations: Consider-
able information has already been presented
concerning the relationship of the Lumbee
tribe with the state of North Carolina Indian
Commission. Beyond that, it has maintained
close ties with the state’s governors and leg-
islators. As an example of its relationship
with the state government, when LRDA
needed funds to continue its enrollment it
sought and received help in the form of a
grant from the state.

As has been described, the Lumbees have
maintained a close relationship with the na-
tional government since at least the 1880s.
The development of LRDA continued and
augmented that relationship.

POSITION OF THE INTERIM GOVERNING BODY OF
THE LUMBEE TRIBE ON 8. 1036 AND H.R. 1438

The interim governing body of the Lumbee
Tribe of the Cheraw Indians fully support en-
actment of S. 1036 and H.R. 1436.

0 1150

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. LAN-
CASTER].

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, as
the Member who represents probably
more Lumbee Indians than any other
member other than the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. RoOSE], I rise
today in support of H.R. 1426, which
would give Federal recognition to the
Lumbee Tribe of the Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina. The State of North
Carolina has recognized the Lumbee In-
dians since 1885.

Federal recognition means that the
Lumbees would be identified as a
unique political entity, an Indian tribe.
Acknowledgment of the tribe's govern-
mental powers as limited by Federal
law, would make the Lumbees eligible
for certain benefits, such as services
provided by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and Indian Health Service.

On three different occasions earlier
this century, the Department of the In-
terior recognized the Lumbees as Indi-
ans. In 1956, Congress went part way;
the Lumbees were given tribal recogni-
tion, but were prohibited from receiv-
ing Federal Indian services and full
Federal status to the tribe. Only two
other tribes have been dealt with in
this manner, the Pasqua Yaqui of Ari-
zona and the Ysleta del Sur of Texas.
Both tribes have been granted the full
Federal recognition by Congress, in
1978 and 1987, respectively.

My friend and colleague, the Honor-
able CHARLIE ROSE, is making an effort
in his legislation to correct a 100-year
inequity by making right a long-time
injustice, that of the recognition of the
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Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina. In the
interest of fairness, I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1426 and defeat
any amendments.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. VAL-
ENTINE].

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I do not believe that I will
use all of it.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to take
this opportunity to express my appre-
ciation to my colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ROSE], in
whose district the majority of Lumbee
Indians in North Carolina reside, to
thank the committee for addressing
this matter and allowing the bill to
come to the floor of the House, and to
express my thanks and appreciation to
all of those others who have partici-
pated in the events which enabled us to
come to the place where we are today.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that

with the assurances that have been ex-
pressed by those who addressed this
question and came to the well before
me on the question of money, the as-
surances built into the legislation, as I
understand it, that this recognition of
the Lumbee Indians in North Carolina
will not take funds from any other In-
dian tribe or group of native Ameri-
cans.
I must say that it causes me some
pain to be confronted with the fact
that there are other groups of native
Americans even in the State of North
Carolina who oppose recognition of
their fellow native Americans. I would
hope and expect that, with this small
number of citizens, other Indian groups
such as the Cherokees in western North
Carolina, so ably represented by our
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], would not op-
pose this legislation but would wel-
come with open arms their brothers
and sisters into the tribal camp-
grounds.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, there has been some com-
ment made about North Carolina's rec-
ognition of the Lumbees. I think if we
look back at the historical record, the
Indian group that is coming before us
as Lumbees was recognized roughly in
the 1950’s rather than in the 1885 period
as Lumbees.

What we find there is that in 1855, the
State of North Carolina designated a
group of Indians in Robeson, Rich-
mond, and Sampson Counties, and they
were to be known as the Croatan Indi-
ans. In 1913, the State legislature
passed an act indicating that Indians
in this area would be known and des-
ignated as the Cherokee Indians of
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Robeson County. In 1971 the legislature
enacted a law indicating that the Indi-
ans in Bladen and Columbus and ad-
joining counties to Robeson County,
including Indians living around the
Lumber River, from which the
Lumbees chose their name, shall be
designated and officially recognized as
the Waccamaw Tribe of North Caro-
lina, and then, of course, we have the
1953 designation of the Indians in Robe-
son and adjoining counties along the
Lumber River as the Lumbee Tribe.
That is the North Carolina history.

Now, I am not taking from the gen-
tlemen who are here speaking for the
Lumbees. What I am saying is that this
shows that this is an extremely com-
plicated issue.

What of the Hatteras-Tuscaroras who
are among the Lumbees who have sepa-
rate tribal application who are being
subsumed by this legislation? Do they
not deserve some recognition and fair-
ness?

It is a complicated issue, and we
should not be debating it on the floor
of Congress. It should be going through
an organized process, not a political
process.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, in clos-
ing, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Let me just simply make a couple of
observations about some of the state-
ments that have been made in support
of this legislation.

There is no defense, none, for the way
the Department of the Interior and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs has strung out
the process, not just for this group of
people, but for virtually all who have
petitioned.

It is true, in lukewarm defense, that
many petitioners do take an inordinate
amount of time to complete their peti-
tions and to get all the information
needed in to the Department. But spe-
cifically as to the Lumbees, in my par-
ticular way of thinking, it is uncon-
scionable that the Solicitor of the Inte-
rior took 8 years to determine, rightly
or wrongly, that the 1956 act precludes
administrative consideration of the
Lumbee application. The Solicitor of
the Interior knew in 1981 that the
Lumbees were going to petition. Yes, it
took the Lumbees 7 years to complete
their petition, but certainly in 1981 the
Solicitor would have been in a position
to say, ‘‘Do not bother completing your
application, because the 1956 act will
not let you process it.”

Nobody on this side is defending the
way the Department of the Interior has
treated this application. What we are
saying, though, is that this legislation
is simply an invitation to everybody
who is currently petitioning and to ev-
erybody who is thinking about peti-
tioning to ignore that and to come to
Congress and to say, “We wish legisla-
tive recognition.”

If we think that we have had to ago-
nize over the Lumbees for as long as we
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have, and we have here in this body,
then I would suggest that we prepare
ourselves for a lot more agony if we
say to native Americans who wish Fed-
eral recognition, ““Do not bother with
the administrative process. We will, on
an ad hoc case-by-case basis, take care
of you without standards, without defi-
nitions, without any clear indication
as to what constitutes a recognizable
tribe and what does not.” I think that
the Members of this body should think
very, very closely and clearly about
whether or not they want to become
the experts in this country about what
is an Indian tribe and what is not an
Indian tribe.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

01200

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
PRICE].

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Lumbee Rec-
ognition Act. This legislation marks
the culmination, as other speakers
have said, of more than 100 years of ef-
fort by the Lumbee Indians to receive
Federal recognition. I commend the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
RoOsE], the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER], and others who have
worked so effectively to bring this bill
before us today.

In the first part of this century, Con-
gress directed the Department of the
Interior to investigate the history and
status of the Lumbee Indian Tribe. Al-
though these studies concluded that
the tribe existed as a separate and
independent Indian community, the
Department continually opposed con-
gressional attempts to recognize the
Lumbees because of the tribe's rel-
atively large size and the possible cost
of Federal recognition.

Finally, in 1956, Congress passed the
Lumbee Act, which confirmed the
tribe’s status but failed to provide Fed-
eral recognition. In keeping with the
politics of the so-called termination
era, when the Federal Government sev-
ered relationships with native Amer-
ican Indian tribes which had been for-
mally recognized, the Lumbee Act of
1956 specifically prohibited a govern-
ment-to-government relationship with
the Lumbee Indians.

When the Bureau of Indian Affairs
[BIA] recognition process was estab-
lished in 1978, the tribe renewed their
efforts to achieve Federal recognition;
their petition is now pending before the
BIA. However, the Department of the
Interior has ruled that the language of
the 1956 Lumbee Act disqualifies the
Lumbee from consideration under the
BIA process. The only recourse avail-
able to the Lumbee Indians is congres-
sional action.

Members from the other side of the
aisle have put forth a substitute meas-
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ure which would amend the 1956
Lumbee Act to allow a Federal rela-
tionship with the Lumbee Indians. This
measure also would provide expedited
consideration for the Lumbee recogni-
tion petition.

While I appreciate the intent of the
substitute measure, it is not an effec-
tive way to deal with the Lumbee case.
Since the BIA recognition process was
established in 1978, the BIA has recog-
nized only 8 tribes; the largest has a
membership of 2,500. It is simply unre-
alistic to believe that a staff of 10 can
meet the substitute’s 18-month dead-
line for consideration of the Lumbee
petition. The substitute measure is
also unfair to the other tribes which
have submitted petitions to the BIA.
Over 100 petitions are now pending, and
these would effectively be put on hold
for 18 months while the full BIA staff
was devoted to the Lumbee petition.

Mr. Chairman, the Lumbee Indians
clearly meet the BIA criteria for Fed-
eral recognition. They have been work-
ing for such recognition since 1888, and
it is simply unfair to ask these proud
people to wait any longer. I urge my
colleagues to support the Lumbee Rec-
ognition Act and vote to defeat the
substitute measure.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

Mr. HEFNER, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Lumbee bill and
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | am very pleased that this
bill has finally reached the House floor for con-
sideration. | have long supported and
sored legislation which extends Federal rec-
ognition to the Lumbee Indian Tribe of North
Carolina.

Mr. Chairman, the Lumbee Indians present
a very special case that | think would best be
addressed through the legislative process
rather than through the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs’ recognition procedure.

The Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
southeastern North Carolina first sought rec-
ognition over 100 years ago. The State of
North Carolina officially recognized the tribe in
1885, but the Federal Government has yet to
do so, despite making repeated reference to
their Indian heritage in the Lumbee Act of
1956.

That reference is important, because no
other tribe currently seeking recognition can
make that claim. An additional precedent in
the Lumbee’s favor is the case of the Tiwa
Tribe of Texas which had a virtually identical
legislative history and received recognition
through legislation during the previous admin-
istration.

The Lumbees have long sought recognition
through the petition process with the Bureau
of Indian Affairs without success because of
delays and procedural roadblocks. In view of
the long history of this case, and in faimess to
those directly involved, | believe that Congress
should act to end the delay and grant the
Lumbee Tribe the recognition they deserve.
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Mr. Chairman, a legislative remedy is need-
ed in this case, and | urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I, too join in support
of H.R. 1426, the Lumbee Recognition
Act. As a member of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, I have
heard many arguments on both sides of
this bill.

Some of the opposition comes from
recognized tribes in the West and it is
to those concerns that I address my
comments.

Some tribes and tribal members are
concerned that the Lumbees would be
receiving preferential treatment if
they were recognized in this way legis-
latively. Instead, the tribes would pre-
fer that the Lumbee continue to use
the avenue of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs to achieve recognition. It is clear
that the Bureau of Indian Affairs
makes mistakes from time to time and
that often Congress is asked to inter-
cede on one or another tribe's behalf. I
personally have worked on several is-
sues of that type for the Indians of
Montana. The Lumbees were recog-
nized by the State of North Carolina in
1885. The Lumbees began seeking Fed-
eral recognition in 1888. To ask that
they continue to attempt recognition
from the BIA is simply unacceptable at
this point more than 100 years later.

Other tribes may be concerned about
sharing the scarce resources available
from the BIA for all Indian tribes. H.R.
1426 therefore delays services for the
Lumbees until separate funds specifi-
cally for that purpose are appropriated,
thus making the threat of a decrease in
funds available to other tribes a moot
point. Even if the bill did not specifi-
cally address the issue of funding, I do
not believe that it is a legitimate rea-
son for not recognizing the Lumbee
Tribe. Granting the Lumbee Tribe Fed-
eral recognition is in my judgment the
right thing to do, period.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I just yield myself 1 minute to
conclude the debate at this point be-
fore we get to the amendment, and just
say that I think our colleague, the del-
egate from the American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] made a very important
point with respect to this process, and
that is that there is one thing that has
not changed, that is the Lumbee Indi-
ans were a tribe throughout our his-
tory. What changed throughout our
history was the policy and our inten-
tions and our actions with respect to
Indians. We have declared war on them
and we have declared peace. We have
tried to assimilate them and we have
tried to terminate them, and somehow
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what we are now saying over 100 years
later to this tribe is they had to main-
tain a paper trail, consistent records of
each and every one of their members.
That is simply not fair and it is wrong.

However the Lumbees were during
that period of time, from time to time
they tried to get the Government in-
terested in their plea. The Smithsonian
sent anthropologists to prod and to
poke, to record their language, and to
ask them questions. Other anthropolo-
gists went, and interestingly enough,
they all came back and they reported
to the Department of the Interior that
this, in fact, was a tribe.

Then we came along in 1978, and we
set up yet another process. We said
that if they could not jump these hur-
dles, they could not be a tribe.

There is another interesting fact that
I tried to point out in my opening
statement, and that is from time to
time when the Indians have had this
Government between a rock and a hard
spot, we had no problems recognizing
them as a tribe with far less showing
than we are now asking the Lumbees,
and we have done it since this process
has been set up, because we thought it
was to the advantage of the Govern-
ment. We thought it was to the advan-
tage of the States. We thought it was
to the advantage of the landowners and
the homeowners and the businesses in
various areas; so when it was to our ad-
vantage, we had no problem sweeping
this aside so we could save hundreds of
millions or billions of dollars in Indian
settlements, but now it is to the advan-
tage and the dignity of the Lumbee In-
dians and now we are insisting on a bu-
reaucratic maze that they simply can-
not run; not suggesting this is the
proper maze, not suggesting this is not
flawed, not suggesting this has not
been arbitrary up to date, but still
they must run it.

I think the gentleman from the
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA]
who has sat through more of these
hearings than any other Member of
this Congress understands completely
how often we have changed direction
on the American Indian tribes.

Yes, there will be other petitioners
before this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, that is our job.

We have introduced legislation with
respect to the recognition of the Cali-
fornia Indians because of this sorry
task of determination, the lies that
were held out to those people, the mis-
representations.

So yes, we will be here again and we
will have to make those decisions. This
is not about us being experts. It is
about weighing the evidence that the
experts have given us. That is our job
on this and so many other subjects.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the delegate from the American
Samoa.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me. I appreciate his kind com-
ments.

The gentleman did state earlier
about paper trails. I want to share with
my colleagues that perhaps we have
learned many things about trails from
this part of the region, especially to
native Americans.

I think our friend, the gentleman
from North Carolina, stated earlier
that it was a trail of tears. I think it
was called the Trail of Many Tears.

I think I can say with confidence
that if we were to identify the Lumbee
Indian people in this relationship, I
would say they have been through the
trail of many years, and I think 103
years is long enough.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to express my support for H.R. 1426,
the Lumbee Recognition Act, and urge my col-
leagues to oppose any amendments which will
weaken or delay the long overdue recognition
for this tribe.

Like many of the groups of people who in-
habited what is now the United States before
we got here, the Lumbees have a long and
proud history of independence. They also
have a sad story of mistreatment by the U.S.
Government. The fact that we are even here
today is a testament to that inequity.

In 1956, the Congress of the United States
adopted legislation which recognized this tribe
as the Lumbee Indians of North Carolina.
However, at the same time language was in-
cluded in that legislation that essentially termi-
nated their Indian status, barring the Lumbees
from being eligible for Federal services or ben-
efits from the Government of the United
States. In one fell swoop, the Congress man-
aged to both recognize and terminate the
Lumbees.

Essentially, the 1956 act barred the Lumbee
people from attempting to be recognized ad-
ministratively through the Federal acknowl-
edgement process that was established in
1978.

That is why we are here today. We have the
opportunity to right a wrong. This legislation
simply recognizes this fribe as Indians, some-
thing that the State of North Carolina did in
1885, and something that the Lumbees have
been seeking from the Federal Government
for over 100 years

Mr. Chairman, there is litle doubt that the
Lumbees are Indians. In the Interior Commit-
tee we have heard hours of testimony on this
issue from archaeologist and anthropologists
attesting to the authenticity of the Lumbees as
Indians. In addition, on three occasions since
1900, the Department of the Interior has con-
ducted studies to investigate the Lumbee
tribe’s history and condition. First in 1912,
then in 1914, and then in 1933, the Interior
Department completed studies all of which
concluded that the Lumbees were Indians ex-
isting as a separate and independent commu-

nity.

In 1956, the Congress of the United States
acted to terminate the Lumbees and prevent
them from seeking Indian status through the
administrative process. This is a situation that
the Congress created, and though none of us
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were a part of that injustice, it is our respon-
sibility to right it. Once and for all, it is our re-
sponsibility to recognize the Lumbee Tribe of
Cheraw Indians of North Carolina.

Mr. Chairman, the Lumbee people have
been forced to wait for over 100 years for sim-
ple recognition by the Federal Government as
a tribe. This legislation is long overdue and |
urge my colleagues to support swift passage
without amendment.

Mr. MONTGOMERY Mr. Chairman, | rise to
oppose H.R. 1426. | don't think the Congress
should be involved in the process of granting
Federal recognition to Indian tribes when there
already exists an administrative process within
the Interior De

One of the most respected Indian leaders in
the country, Chief Phillip Martin of the Mis-
sissippi Band of Choctaws, wrote in opposition
to this legislation. He said Congress should
not establish itself as the historical expert on
this issue because we dont have the nec-
essary expertise to do so. In addition, ap-
proval of H.R. 1426 would likely lead to an in-
crease in the number of petitions from other
groups seeking to bypass the standards used
by the Interior Department. | agree with Chief
Martin. It is bad public policy and would be un-
fair to other Indian tribes across the country
who have gone through the prescribed admin-
istrative process, or who are currently involved
in the process set up by the Interior Depart-
ment in consultation with Indian tribes and the

ress.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 1426, the Lumbee Rec-
ognition Act, which provides for Federal rec-
ognition of this tribe located in southeastern
North Carolina. As a native of North Carolina,
| have long been aware of the State's recogni-
tion of the Lumbee Tribe. The enrolled mem-
bership of the tribe is just under 40,000. The
Department of the Interior prepared three de-
tailed reports in 1912, 1914, and 1933 which
concluded that the Lumbees constitute a self-
governing Indian people in need of Federal
assistance and services; yet the Department
has opposed recognition of the tribe largely
due to the cost of servicing the tribe. Now is
the time for justice to be served. The Lumbee
Recognition Act requires that any Bureau of
Indian Affairs funding for the Lumbee come
through a separate appropriation, separate
from outlays for other federally recognized
tribes. The State of North Carolina has recog-
nized the Lumbees since 1885. Federal rec-
ognition will bring the Lumbees long overdue
rights equal to those of other American Indian
groups. | urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

r. TALLON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 1426. The eastern portions of North
and South Carolina have been home to the
Lumbee Indians long before there ever were
settlers. The Lumbee people have maintained
their separateness as a people, and their
unique nature has been preserved through the
centuries.

The Lumbee have been long overlooked as
a unique and separate people. They have
been struggling for decades to gain Federal
recognition with only discouraging results. The
time has come for this tribe to receive official
recognition and the time has come for this
House to pass H.R. 1426.
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| want to commend my colleague from North
Carolina, Congressman CHARLIE ROSE, for his
perseverence in this matter and his dedication
to the Lumbee people. | encourage all my col-
leagues to support this bill today.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, | wish to ex-
press my support for H.R. 1426, as introduced
by my colleague from North Carolina. H.R.
1426 is needed to ue Fed-

Congressrnen RoOSE, the bill's sponsor and
champion, is to be commended for his tireless

port H.R. 14233ndtoworkwmrim
issues important to the Lumbees
Carolina.

H.R. 1426 is necessary to cormect
which Congress made in 1956 when it
acted one of the many bills intended to r
nize the Lumbee Tribe. The final ve
the 1956 Lumbee Act actually included
nation-type language that prohibited F
Indian services and full Federal status
tribe. The act has the Lumbees
from pursuing Federal recognition through an
administrative process set up within Interior's
Bureau of Indian Affairs in 1978. The only two
other tribes to be treated in this manner in the
1950’s have since been extended the full Fed-
eral relationship by acts of Congress.

on other
of North
an error

i
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tribes can be recognized. The Lumbee Tribe
received recognition by the State of North
Carolina in 1885, and began seeking Federal
recognition in 1888.

In response to past Federal legislation, Con-
gress asked the Interior Department to inves-
tigate the Lumbee’s history and condition. On
three separate occasions, in 1912, 1914, and
1933, the Department concluded that the
Lumbees were indeed Indians. The 1914
study in particular far exceeds in length and
detail those presently done by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs on petitions for recognition.

Let's stop stalling Federal recognition for the
Lumbee tribe by forcing them into a duplica-
tive administrative process, after forcing them
through these additional legisiative hurdles. |
am convinced the Bureau of Indian Affairs
could spend up to a decade delaying this
process further. The Lumbees of North Caro-
lina have waited nearly a century already for
this important Federal recognition. Let's pass
this bill today, unamended, and finally recog-
nize the Lumbees.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill shall be considered under
the 5-minute rule by sections and each
section shall be considered as having
been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed in the RECORD and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
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The text of the bill H.R. 1426, is as
follows:

H.R. 1426

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “‘Lumbee
Recognition Act”.

SEC. 2. PREAMBLE.

The preamble to the Act of June 7, 1956 (70
Stat. 254), is amended—

(1) by striking out “and" at the end of each
of the first three clauses;

(2) by striking out *‘: Now therefore,” at
the end of the last clause and inserting in
lieu thereof a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new clauses:

“Whereas the Lumbee Indians of Robeson
and adjoining counties in North Carolina are
descendants of coastal North Carolina Indian
tribes, principally Cheraw, and have re-
malined a distinct Indian community since
the time of contact with white settlers;

“Whereas the Lumbee Indians have been
recognized by the State of North Carolina as
an Indian tribe since 1885;

‘““Whereas the Lumbee Indians have sought
Federal recognition as an Indian tribe since
1888; and

‘“Whereas the Lumbee Indians are entitled
to Federal recognition of their status as an
Indian tribe and the benefits, privileges, and
immunities that accompany such status:
Now, therefore,”.

SEC. 8. FEDERAL RECOGNITION.

The Act of June 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 254), is
amended—

(1) by striking out the last sentence of the
first section; and

(2) by striking out section 2 and inserting
in leu thereof the following:

“'FEDERAL RECOGNITION; ACKNOWLEDGMENT

“SEC. 2. () Federal recognition is hereby
extended to the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw In-
dians of North Carolina. All laws and regula-
tions of the United States of general applica-
tion to Indians and Indian tribes shall apply
to the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina and ite members.

“(b) Notwithstanding the first section of
this Act, any group of Indians in Robeson or
adjoining counties whose members are not
enrolled in the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indi-
ans of North Carolina, as determined under
section 4(b), may petition under part 83 of
title 256 of the Code of Federal Regulations
for acknowledgment of tribal existence.

““SERVICES

“8ec. 3. (&) The Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw
Indians of North Carolina and its members
ghall be eligible for all services and benefits
provided to Indians because of their status as
federally recognized Indians, except that
members of the tribe shall not be entitled to
such services until the appropriation of
funds for these purposes. For the purposes of
. the delivery of such services, those members

of the tribe residing in Robeson and adjoin-
ing counties, North Carolina, shall be
deemed to be resident on or near an Indian
reservation.

“(b) Upon verification of a tribal roll under
section 4 by the Becretary of the Interior,
the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall
develop, in consultation with the Lumbee
Tribe of Cheraw Indians of North Carolina, a
determination of needs and a budget required
to provide services to which the members of
the tribe are eligible. The Secretary of the
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Interior and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall each submit a written
statement of such needs and budget with the
first budget request submitted to the Con-
gress after the fiscal year in which the tribal
roll is verified.

“(¢)(1) The Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indi-
ans of North Carolina is authorized to plan,
conduct, consolidate, and administer pro-
grams, services, and functions authorized
under the Act of April 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 596;
25 U.S.C. 452, et seq.), and the Act of Novem-
ber 2, 1921 (42 Stat. 208; 256 U.S.C. 13), popu-
larly known as the Snyder Act, pursuant to
an annual written funding agreement among
the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of
North Carolina, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, which shall specify—

‘‘(A) the services to be provided, the func-
tions to be performed, and the procedures to
be used to reallocate funds or modify budget
allocations, within any fiscal year; and

‘(B) the responsibility of the Secretary of
the Interior for, and the procedure to be used
in, auditing the expenditures of the tribe.

**(2) The authority provided under this sub-
section shall be in lieu of the authority pro-
vided under the Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450,
et seq.).

“(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed as affecting, modifying, diminish-
ing, or otherwise impairing the sovereign im-
munity from lawsuit enjoyed by the Lumbee
Tribe of Cheraw Indians of North Carolina or
authorizing or requiring the termination of
any trust responsibility of the United States
with respect to the tribe.

““CONSTITUTION AND MEMBERSHIP

“SEC. 4. (a) The Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw
Indians of North Carolina shall organize for
its common welfare and adopt a constitution
and bylaws. Any constitution, bylaws, or
amendments to the constitution or bylaws
that are adopted by the tribe must be con-
sistent with the terms of this Act and shall
take effect only after such documents are
filed with the Secretary of the Interior. The
Secretary shall assist the tribe in the draft-
ing of a constitution and bylaws, the conduct
of an election with respect to such constitu-
tion, and the reorganization of the govern-
ment of the tribe under any such constitu-
tion and bylaws.

“(b)(1) Until the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw
Indians of North Carolina adopts a constitu-
tion and except as provided in paragraph (2),
the membership of the tribe shall, subject to
review by the Secretary, consist of every in-
dividual who is named in the tribal member-
ship roll that is in effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act.

“(2)(A) Before adopting a constitution, the
roll of the tribe shall be open for a 180-day
period to allow the enrollment of any indi-
vidual previously enrolled in another Indian
group or tribe in Robeson or adjoining coun-
ties, North Carolina, who demonstrates
that—

‘(1) the individual is eligible for enroll-
ment in the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indi-
ans; and

“(i1) the individual has abandoned mem-
bership in any other Indian group or tribe.

“(B) The Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians
of North Carolina shall advertise in news-
papers of general distribution in Robeson
and adjoining counties, North Carolina, the
opening of the tribal roll for the purposes of
subparagraph (A). The advertisement shall
specify the enrollment criteria and the dead-
line for enrollment.

*/(3) The review of the tribal roll of the
Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians of North
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Carolina shall be limited to verification of
compliance with the membership criteria of
the tribe as stated in the Lumbee Petition
for Federal Acknowledgment filed with the
Secretary by the tribe on December 17, 1987.
The Secretary shall complete his review and
verification of the tribal roll within the 12-
month period beginning on the date on which
the tribal roll is closed under paragraph (2).
“‘JURISDICTION

“SEC. 5. (a)(1) The State of North Carolina
shall exercise jurisdiction over—

*'(A) all criminal offenses that are commit-
ted on, and

**(B) all civil actions that arise on,

lands located within the State of North
Carolina that are owned by, or held in trust
by the United States for, the Lumbee Tribe
of Cheraw Indians of North Carolina, any
member of the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indi-
ans of North Carolina, or any dependent In-
dian community of the Lumbee Tribe of
Cheraw Indians of North Carolina.

‘(2) The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized to accept on behalf of the United
States, after consulting with the Attorney
General of the United States, any transfer by
the State of North Carolina to the United
States of any portion of the jurisdiction of
the State of North Carolina described in
paragraph (1) pursuant to an agreement be-
tween the Lumbee Tribe of Cheraw Indians
and the State of North Carolina. S8uch trans-
fer of jurisdiction may not take effect until
two years after the effective date of such
agreement.

*/(8) The provisions of this subsection shall
not affect the application of section 108 of
the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978 (25
U.8.C. 1919).

‘(b) Section 5 of the Act of June 18, 1934
(Chapter 576; 25 U.S.C. 465), and the Act of
April 11, 1970 (84 Stat. 120; 25 U.8.C. 488 et
seq.), shall apply to the Lumbee Tribe of
Cheraw Indians of North Carolina with re-
spect to lands within the exterior boundaries
of Robeson and adjoining counties, North
Carolina.

“‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“‘SEC. 6. (a) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such funds as may be necessary to
carry out this Act.

“{b) In the first fiscal year in which funds
are appropriated under this Act, the tribe's
proposals for expenditures of such funds
shall be submitted to the Select Committee
on Indian Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
House of Representatives 60 calendar days
prior to any expenditure of such funds by the
tribe.".

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, strike out
line 10 and insert in lieu thereof “‘of the first
three clauses;".

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the committee amendment.
The committee amendment was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. RHODES

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. RHODES: Strike all after the
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enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the

following:

SECTION 1. AUTHORITY TO SEEK FEDERAL REC-
OGNITION.

(a) CONSIDERATION OF PETITION.—The Act
of June 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 254), shall not con-
stitute a bar to the consideration by the Sec-
retary of the Interior of any petition of a
group or organization representing the
Lumbee Indians or other Indians residing in
Robeson and adjoining counties of North
Carolina for acknowledgment as an Indian
tribe.

(b) ACKNOWLEDGED GROUPS.—The provi-
sions of the Act of June 7, 1956, shall not
apply to any group or organization whose pe-
tition for acknowledgment as an Indian tribe
is approved by the Secretary on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 2. CONSIDERATION OF PETITION REQUEST-
ING ACKNOWLEDGMENT AS AN IN-
DIAN TRIBE.

(a) PROPOSED FINDING.—The Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior for Indian Affairs shall
publish a proposed finding with respect to
the petition for acknowledgment as an In-
dian tribe submitted by the Lumbee Re-
glonal Development Association on Decem-
ber 17, 1987, and subsequently supplemented,
not later than 18 months after the date on
which the petitioner has fully responded to
the notice of obvious deficiencies regarding
that petition.

(b) NUMBER OF MEMBERS NOT A FACTOR.—
The number of persons listed on the member-
ship roll contained in the petition referred to
in subsection (a) shall not be taken into ac-
count in considering such petition, except
that the Assistant Secretary may review the
eligibility of individual members or group
listed in such petition in accordance with
the provisions of part 83 of title 25, Code of
Federal Regulations.

(c) REVIEW.—(1) If the Assistant Secretary
fails to publish the proposed finding referred
to in subsection (a) within the 18-month pe-
riod referred to in such subsection, the peti-
tioner may treat such failure as final agency
action refusing to acknowledge that the peti-
tioner is an Indian tribe and seek in Federal
district court a determination of whether
the petitioner should be acknowledged as an
Indian tribe in accordance with the criteria
specified in section 83.7 of title 25, Code of
Federal Regulations.

(2) If the Assistant Secretary publishes a
final decision refusing to acknowledge the
Indians seeking recognition under the peti-
tion referred to in subsection (a), the peti-
tioner may, not later than one year after the
date on which the final decision is published,
seek in Federal district court a review of the
decision, notwithstanding the availability of
other administrative remedies.

SEC. 3. CRIMINAL AND CIVIL JURISDICTION.

(a) STATE.—In the event that an Indian
tribe is acknowledged pursuant to the peti-
tion filed by the Lumbee Regional Develop-
ment Association, the State of North Caro-
lina shall exercise jurisdiction over all
criminal offenses that are committed on, and
all civil causes of action that arise on, lands
located within the State that are owned by,
or held in trust by the United States for,
such tribe or any member of such tribe, or on
lands within any dependent community of
such tribe, to the same extent that the State
has jurisdiction over any such offense com-
mitted elsewhere in the State or over other
civil causes of action.

(b) TRANSFER TO THE UNITED STATES.—The
Secretary of the Interior may accept on be-
half of the United States, after consultation
with the Attorney General of the United
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States, any transfer by the State of North
Carolina to the United States of any portion
of the jurisdiction of the State described in
subsection (a).

SEC. 4. NO DELAY FOR PETITIONS AWAITING AC-
TIVE CONSIDERATION.

It is the sense of the Congress that the re-
view of the petition submitted by the
Lumbee Regional Development Association
under section 2 should not delay the review
of the pending fully documented petitions
for acknowledgment as an Indian tribe
awaiting active consideration as of February
1, 1990.

Mr. RHODES (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, let me
just briefly describe what this amend-
ment does. It states that the act of 1956
shall not be considered a bar to con-
sider of the petition of the Lumbee In-
dians.

It states that the Department of the
Interior shall issue its proposed finding
on the petition of the Lumbee Indians
not later than 18 months after that pe-
tition has been completed.

0O 1210

It states specifically, specifically
that the Department of the Interior is
not to consider the number of people
included on the tribal roll in making a
determination as to the validity of the
petition. It also states that if the peti-
tioner, in this case the Lumbee Indi-
ans, is not in any way satisfied with
the findings of the Department of the
Interior, they have direct access to the
Federal district courts, do not have to
go through an administrative appeal
procedure.

It states that North Carolina law
shall apply. And it further says that
there shall be no delay in the consider-
ation of pending applications as a re-
sult of this legislation.

Let me just comment briefly about
that last provision, because I am quite
sure we are going to hear that one of
the things that is unfair about the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is that it will put the Lumbees
in ahead of pending applications, appli-
cations that have been waiting for ac-
tion for some time. At the same time,
we are ignoring—those who make that
argument ignore the fact that legisla-
tively recognizing the Lumbees is
equally, or substantially more, unfair
to those who are going through the
process, having their petitions pending
or those who are contemplating going
through the process.

Now, this is simple, there is nothing
complicated about this amendment,
and there is nothing complicated about
what it is that we are trying to accom-
plish. It is not trying to enshrine what
I consider to be a flawed administra-
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tive process. And I think that the gen-
tleman from American Samoa, and
others, who sat through the hearing,
will recall that of those who were criti-
cal of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
the process that they are administer-
ing, I was one of the most critical.
That is not the point. That is the rea-
son, however, that we put in the 18-
month limitation so that they must
act on this application. That is not the
point, enshrining the process is not the
point; keeping in place the
adminstrative procedure is the point.
Being fair to those who wish to seek
recognition as a federally recognized
tribe, having themm know what the
process is, having them know what the
standards are, having them know what
they must meet, having them know
what the burden of proof is, is the
point.

Saying to them, ‘“You can't come to
Congress where there are no standards,
there are no procedures, there are no
burdens of proof; it is a matter of
whom you can impress and whom you
cannot impress," is the point.

In the particular case of the
Lumbees, the point is we owe it to
them to get this job done and your bill
will not do it. You talk about 105 years
of delay for the Lumbees. All I can say
to you is that your bill promises them
more delay. The future of your bill is
uncertain, to put it mildly.

This amendment, if adopted, will be
signed by the President, and the
Lumbees will finally know where the
end of the trail is, and they will have
access to a Federal court without hav-
ing to go through any administrative
law judge if the decision of the depart-
ment is contrary to their wishes.

This provides certainty, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, pro-
vides a certainty. The bill-in-chief pro-
vides nothing but false hopes, nothing
but more delay, and nothing but an
open invitation to this Congress to be
the arbiter of the question of what is a
federally recognizable Indian tribe and
what is not. And I do not think is the
slope that this body wishes to embark
on.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we all want to be fair
today to native Americans. I appre-
ciate the comments that have been
made by the proponents of the bill that
has been put before us. But I think we
have to ask, as my colleague from Ari-
zona has, now best to be fair to the na-
tive Americans in question here.

Clearly, the amendment he has rec-
ommended will give a prompt answer
to the question of whether or not the
Lumbees should be recognized as a
tribe. It will give them adequate, and
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prompt, appeal opportunity. And it is
fair.

It is fair not just to the Lumbees. We
are not the only parties here. Why do
the vast majority of the American In-
dian tribes across this country oppose
this legislation, and insist upon a
strict adherence to an equitable meth-
odology and a criterion that is set
forth that will put a prompt review,
but a review nevertheless, in determin-
ing who should be recognized by the
Federal Government as a tribe? Why
did they insist upon that?

They are insisting upon fairness, and
that is why they oppose the original
legislation. The amendment of the gen-
tleman from Arizona will present fair-
ness to the Lumbees. More important,
it will present fairness to the majority
of the American tribes. It will present
fairness to other Americans, native
Americans, American Indians who are
located—such as the Hatteras—Tusca-
rora—who are located in among the
Lumbees, who point out very clearly
that the original bill will deny them
recognition as a tribe. It will subsume
them into the rolls of the Lumbee and
will deny them their heritage.

How can we be fair with a bill that
does that to the Hatteras—Tuscarora?

So I support the amendment because
it gives a fair opportunity, an oppor-
tunity for us to solve this question
promptly and in all fairness.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the In-
terior Committee, I participated in the
hearings on similiar legislation in the
previous session of Congress. I, regret-
tably, was unable to attend the hearing
and markup recently in the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs in which
this issue was addressed.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Rhodes
amendment because we would require
of the Lumbee that which we have not
required for anyone else. That is, they
would be required to go through both a
congressional action, in terms of estab-
lishing their eligibility for acknowl-
edgement, and a separate administra-
tive procedure.

The truth is that the legal opinion
that came from the Department of the
Interior’s Solicitor had indicated the
ineligibility of the Lumbee Indians
under a 1956 act that recognized them
in name but prohibited them from re-
ceiving any benefits or services from
the Government. The Rhodes amend-
ment would require the Lumbees to go
through, as I said, in essence, double
jeopardy in terms of their actions to
gain acknowledgement.

I think the conclusion of this is fair-
ly predictable in terms of the outcome
by the Department of the Interior.
Congress has the unquestioned author-
ity to, in fact, recognize tribes, espe-
cially in such cases where there has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

been a controversial law or a manifest
frustration experienced within the ad-
ministrative process.

That certainly is the case here with
regard to the Lumbee. I think when the
legislation was before the Congress in
earlier sessions, there was some tend-
ency to look to the administrative
process for recognition but that has
been unproductive. It has avoided the
issue. I think it is appropriate that we
take action in this instance to, in fact,
recognize them and defeat this amend-
ment, which, again, would only serve
to frustrate the process and postpone
action on the question.

Congress, during the time of the
pendency of the Lumbee request for
recognition, has recognized no fewer
than 12 tribes that, in many instances,
were recognized for similar cir-
cumstances as in the case of the
Lumbee. So, this legislation is not an
unusual action. It is a usual action.

I think there is a question of merit
here, and the Rhodes amendment is not
the way to resolve the Lumbee recogni-
tion issue. I would ask Members to
vote against the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and support the
bill as reported by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, let us clearly understand what
is being done here. It is that we are
asking the Lumbees to now, under the
substitute, go back through the proc-
ess. That is simply unacceptable.
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It is unacceptable on the face of the
amendment because the amendment
seeks to change the process by which
the Lumbees would go through, rec-
ognizing the inherent flaws in the cur-
rent process, recognizing the inherent
flaws in the process with respect to the
Lumbees. Not only does the amend-
ment recognize the inherent flaws in
the current process, but the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RHODES] stated ear-
lier that he has a bill to reform the
process. So, the amendment gives the
Lumbees the right to go to the head of
the line and go through a process that
we are all in agreement is flawed and
needs reforming.

Mr. Chairman, that is not justice.
That is not justice. The Lumbees have
been here over 100 years in this process.
What they are entitled to is the rec-
ognition by this Congress, and by this
Government, as an Indian tribe. The
only way that is going to be achieved is
with the passage of the gentleman from
North Carolina’s [Mr. RoSE] bill, not
with the passage of this substitute. So,
what is very important is that we re-
ject this substitute, we pass the bill,
and at that time this Congress can
speak based upon the evidence, not
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that we generated, but that the
Lumbees generated, and the experts
who have studied the Lumbees
throughout the past century have gen-
erated, as to verifying the fact that
they are what they are, an Indian tribe.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we
would overwhelmingly reject this
amendment and pass the underlying
legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. RHODES].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 159, noes 251,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 281]

AYES—159
Allard Gunderson Parker
Archer Hall (TX) Paxon
Armey Hammerschmidt Penny
Baker Hancock Peterson (MN)
Ballenger Hansen Petri
Barrett Hefley Porter
Barton Henry Ramstad
Bateman Herger Regula
Bentley Hobson Rhodes
Bereuter Horton Ridge
Bilirakis Houghton Riggs
Boehlert Inhofe Rinaldo
Boehner Ireland Ritter
Brewster James Roberts
Broomfleld Johnson (CT) Rogers
Bunning Johnson (8D)
Burton Johnson (TX) Ros-Lehtinen
Camp Kasich Roth
Campbell (CA) Klug Roukema
Chandler Kolbe Santorum
Clinger Kyl Baxton
Col (MO) L rsino Bchaefe
Combest Leach Bchiff
Coughlin Lent Bchulze
Cox (CA) Lewis (CA) Bensenbrenner
Crane Lewis (FL) Shaw
Cunningham Lightfoot Bhays
D Livingst: Shuster
DeLay Lowery (CA) Skeen
Doolittle Machtley Smith (NJ)
Dornan (CA) Marlenee Bmith (OR)
Dreier Martin Smith (TX)
Duncan McCandless Solomon
Edwards (OK) McCollum Stearns
Emerson McCrery Stump
English McCurdy Bwift
Fawell McDade Synar
Fields McEwen Taylor (NC)
Fish Meyers Thomas (CA)
Franks (CT) Michel Thomas (WY)
Gallegly Miller (OH) Upton
Gallo Miller (WA) Vander Jagt
Gekas Molinari Vucanovich
Geren Montgomery Walker
Gilchrest Moorhead Walsh
Gillmor Morella Weber
Gilman Morrison Weldon
Gingrich Myers Wolf
Goodling Nichols Wylle
Goss Nussle Young (AK)
Gradison Orton Young (FL)
Grandy Oxley Zeliff
Green Packard Zimmer

NOES—251
Abercrombie Andrews (TX) AuColn
Ackerman Annunzio Bacchus
Alexander Anthony Barnard
Anderson Applegate Bellenson
Andrews (ME) Aspin Bennett
Andrews (NJ) Atkins Berman



September 26, 1991

Bevill
Bilbray
Bliley
Bonlor
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Browder
Brown
Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante

Byron
Campbell (CO)
Cardin

Carper
Chapman
Clay
Clement
Coble
Coleman (TX)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper

Hall (OH)
Hamilton

Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)

{E
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Hefner Payne (NJ)
Hertel Payne (VA)
Hoagland Pease
Hochbrueckner  Pelosi
Horn Perkins
Hoyer Peterson (FL)
Hubbard Plckett
Huckaby Pickle
Hughes Poshard
Hunter Price
Hutto Quillen
Jacobs Rahall
Jefferson Rangel
Jenkins Ravenel
Johnston Ray
Jones (GA) Reed
Jones (NC) Richardson
Jontz Roe
Kanjorski Roemer
Kaptur Rose
Kennedy Rowland
Kennelly Russo
Kildee Sabo
kmomlm Sanders
Bangmeister
Kopetski
B Df“ﬁ Sarpalius
;AFI-IN Sawyer
Lantos Schrosder
LaRooco Schumer
Laughlin Serrano
Lehman (CA) Sharp
Levin (MI) Sikorski
Lloyd Skeggs
8kelton
{:ﬂ'ﬂf (NY) Slattery
m“b”wn Blaughter (NY)
Markey Bmith (FL)
Bmith (1A)
Martinez Sn
Matsui et
Mavroules m
MoC'l“ o Spratt
oskey s
McDermott sm““
McGrath Il
Stenholm
McHugh Stok
McMillan (NC) o
McMillen (MD) ~ Studds
McNulty Bwett
Mfume Tallon
Miller (CA) Tausly
Mineta Taylor (MS)
Mink Thomas (GA)
Moakley hgaton
Mollohan Torres
Moody Torricelli
Moran Towns
Murphy Traficant
Murtha Unsoeld
Nagle Valentine
Natcher Vento
Neal (MA) Visclosky
Neal (NC) Volkmer
Nowak Washington
Oakar Waxman
Oberstar Welss
Obey Wheat
Olin Whitten
Olver Williams
Ortiz Wilson
Owens (NY) Wise
Owens (UT) Waolpe
Pallone Wyden
Panetta Yates
Patterson Yatron
NOT VOTING—22
Hyde Slaughter (VA)
Lehman (FL) Stark
Levine (CA) Sundquist
Lipinski Tanner
Mrazek Traxler
Pursell Waters
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
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Mr. FASCELL and Mr. BERMAN
changed their vote from ‘‘aye” to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. McCURDY, PARKER,
GEREN of Texas, and HALL of Texas
changed their vote from “no’’ to “aye.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore [Mrs.
UNSOELD] having assumed the chair,
Mr. KLECZKA, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1426) to provide for the
recognition of the Lumbee Tribe of
Cheraw Indians of North Carolina, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 225, he reported the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MICHEL
was allowed to speak out of order.)

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, I ask
to proceed out of order that I might in-
quire of the distinguished majority
leader about the program for the bal-
ance of this week and next week.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I would like to give
Members a sense not only of what is
left today, but what we intend to do for
the rest of the week and next week.

First of all, there will be a vote on
final passage anticipated on this bill in
a few moments. At the end of that
vote, there will be no further votes
today. There will be no votes on tomor-
TOW,

On Monday there will be six suspen-
sion bills, but the recorded votes on
those bills will be postponed until
Tuesday, October 1. Those bills are:

HR. 3294, regarding O and P
nonimmigrants’ visas;

H.R. 3350, extending the U.S. Com-
mission of Civil Rights;

H.R. 3259, drug abuse education and
prevention programs relating to youth
gangs and runaway youth;

H.R. 3280, Decennial Census Improve-
ment Act of 1991;

H.R. 3322, to designate the ‘“Gwen B.
Giles Post Office Building”’; and

H.R. 2935, to designate the ‘‘Patrick
J. Patton United States Post Office
Building."

On Tuesday, the House meets at
noon. The votes, if there are votes from
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Monday, will be held. Then we will vote
on the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Act conference report.

On Wednesday and the balance of the
week, the House will meet at 10 a.m. to
take up the Defense Production Act
Amendments of 1991 and conference re-
ports on at least two appropriations
bills, Treasury-Post Office, and VA-
HUD. There may be conference reports
on other appropriations bills as well.

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman made
no mention of a possible conference re-
port on unemployment. When would
the prospects for that be?

Mr. GEPHARDT. On Tuesday.
ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1991

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

DISPENSBING WITH CALENDAR WEDNESDAY
BUBINESS ON WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 263, nays
154, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 282]
YEAS—263

Abercrombie Bliley Collins (IL)
Ackerman Bonlor Collins (MI)
Alexander Borski Condit
Anderson Boucher Conyers
Andrews (ME) Brooks Cooper
And (NJ) Browd Costello
Andrews (TX) Brown Cox (IL)
Annunzio Bruce Coyne
Anthony Bryant Cramer
Applegate Burton Darden
Aspin Bustamante Davis
Atkins Byron de la Garza
AuCoin Campbell (CO) DeFazio
Bacchus Cardin DeLauro
Barnard Carper Dellums
Beflenson Carr Derrick
Bennett Chapman Dicks
Bereuter Clay Dingell
Berman Clement Dixon
Bevill Coble Donnelly
Bilbray Coleman (TX) Dooley
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Camp
Campbell (CA)
Chandler

Clinger
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Coughlin

Cox (CA)

Cunningham
Dannemeyer

Laughlin Reed
Leach Regula
Lehman (CA) Richardson
Levin (MI) Ridge
Lewis (GA) Roe
Lipinski Roemer
Lioyd Rose
Long Rowland
Lowey (NY) Russo
Luken Sabo
Manton Sanders
Markey Sangmelster
Martinez Sarpalius
Matsul Bavage
Mavroules Sawyer
Mazzoll Scheuer
McCloskey Schroeder
McDade Schumer
McDermott Serrano
McGrath Sharp
McHugh Sikorskl
McMillan (NC)  gyaiaky
McMillen (MD) Skaggs
MeNulty Skelton
Mfume Slattery
ller (CA)
M Slaughter (NY)
Mineta Smith (FL)
Mink Smith (IA)
Moakley Bnowe
Mollohan Spence
Moody Spratt
Moran e
Mrasakx Staggers
Btallings
Murphy Stok
Murtha n
Myers Boniis
Nagle Sundquist
Natcher Bnch
Neal (MA) —
Neal (NC)
Nowak Thomas (GA)
Oakar Thornton
Oberstar Torres
Obey Torricelli
Olin Towns
Olver Traficant
Ortiz Traxler
Owens (NY) Unsoeld
Owens (UT) Upton
Pallone Valentine
Panetta Vento
Patterson Visclosky
Payne (NJ) Volkmer
Payne (VA) Washington
Pease Waters
Pelosi Waxman
Perkins Welsa
Peterson (FL) Wheat
Pickett Whitten
Pickle Willlams
Poshard Wilson
Price Wise
Quillen Wolpe
Rahall Wyden
Rangel Yates
Ravenel Yatron
Ray Young (AK)
NAYS—154
DeLay Guarini
Dickinson Hammerschmidt
Ratioty o 3
Dorgan (ND) Hansen
Dornan (CA) Hastert
Dreder Hefley
Duncan Henry
Edwands (OK) Herger
Emerson Hobson
English Horton
Ewing Houghton
Fawell Hughes
Fields Hunter
Franks (CT) Inhofe
Gallegly Ireland
Gallo James
Geren Johnson (CT)
Gilchrest Johnson (SD)
Gillmor Johnson (TX)
Gingrich Kasich
Gonzalez Kolbe
Goodling Kyl
Goss Lagomarsino
Gradison Lent
Grandy Lewis (CA)
Green Lewis (FL)
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Lightfoot Paxon Smith (NJ)
Livingston Penny Bmith (OR)
Lowery (CA) Peterson (MN) Smith (TX)
Machtley Petrl Solomon
Marlenee Porter Stearns
Martin Ramstad Stenholm
McCandless Rhodes Stump
MeCollum Riggs Swift
McCrery Rinaldo Synar
McCurdy Ritter
McEwen Roberts Taglor.(MB)

lor (NC)
Meyers Rogers Tay
Michel Rohrabach I (CA)
Miller (OH) Ros-Lehtinen Thomas (WY)
Miller (WA) Roth Vander Jagt
Molinari Roukema Vucanovich
Montgomery Santorum Walker
Moorhead Baxton Walsh
Morella Schaefer Weber
Morrison Bchiff Weldon
Nichols Schulze Wolf
Nussle Bensenbrenner Wylie
Orton Shaw Y FL,
Oxley Shays z:uu:‘ iz

Shuster immer
Parker Skeen #
NOT VOTING—15
Boxer Hyde Roybal
Callahan Lehman (FL) Slaughter (VA)
Flake Levine (CA) Solarz
Holloway Pursell Stark
Hopkins Rostenkowski Tanner
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Mr. BROOMFIELD changed his vote
from ‘‘yea' to ‘“nay.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLER of California. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 1426, the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H.R. 972)
‘“‘An act to make permanent the legis-
lative reinstatement, following the de-
cision of Duro against Reina (58
U.S.L.W. 4643, May 29, 1990), of the
power of Indian tribes to exercise
criminal jurisdiction over Indians” dis-
agreed to by the House, and agrees to
the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
DECONCINI, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr., CONRAD, Mr. REID, Mr. SIMON, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. DoOMENICI, Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM, and Mr. NICKLES on the part of
the Senate.
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PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27,
1991, TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 2622, TREASURY,
POSTAL SERVICE, AND GENERAL
GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1992

Mr. WHITTEN. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers may have until midnight tomor-
row, Friday, September 27, 1991, to file
a conference report on the bill (H.R.
2622) making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal
Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain independent
agencies, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1992, and for other pur-

poses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

ARMED FORCES IMMIGRATION
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1991

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 296)
to amend the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act to provide for special immi-
grant status for certain aliens who
have served honorably (or are enlisted
to serve) in the Armed Forces of the
United States for at least 12 years,
with a Senate amendment to the House
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment to the House
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendment as fol-
lows:

Senate amendment to House amendment:

In lleu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment, insert the follow-
ing:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the *“‘Armed Forces
Immigration Adjustment Act of 1991"".

SEC. 2. SPECIAL IMMIGRANT STATUS FOR ALIENS
HONORABLY

ARMED
STATES FOR AT LEAST 12 YEARS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a)(27) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(27)) is amended—

(1) by striking “or” at the end of subpara-
graph (1).

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (J) and inserting *; or", and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“(K) an immigrant who has served honorably
on active duty in the Armed Forces of the Unit-
ed States after October 15, 1978, and after origi-
nal lawful enlistment outside the United States
(under a treaty or agreement in effect on the
date of the enactment of this subparagraph) for
a period or aggregating—

*'(i) 12 years and who, if separated from such
service, was never separated except under hon-
orable conditions, or
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(i) 6 years, in the case of an immigrant who
is on active duty at the time of seeking special
immigrant status under this subparagraph and
who has reenlisted to incur a total active duty
service obligation of at least 12 years,
and the spouse or child of any such immigrant
if accompanying or following to join the immi-
grant, but only if the erecutive department
under which the immigrant serves or served rec-
ommends the granting of special immigrant sta-
tus to the immigrant."".

(b) NUMERICAL LIMITATIONS.—Section 203(b)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.8.C. 1153(b)), as inserted by section 121(a) of
the Immigration Act of 1990, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

“(6) SPECIAL RULES FOR 'K' SPECIAL IMMI-
GRANTS.—

“(A) NOT COUNTED AGAINST NUMERICAL LIMI-
TATION IN YEAR INVOLVED.—Subject to subpara-
graph (B), the number of immigrant visas made
available to special immigrants under section
101(a)(27)(K) in a fiscal year shall not be subject
to the numerical limitations of this subsection or
of section 202(a).

‘(B) COUNTED AGAINST NUMERICAL LIMITA-
TIONS IN FOLLOWING YEAR.—

‘i) REDUCTION IN EMPLOYMENT-BASED IMMI-
GRANT CLASSIFICATIONS.—The number of visas
made available in any fiscal year under para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) shall each be reduced by
s of the number of visas made available in the
previous fiscal year to special immigrants de-
scribed in section 101(a)(27)(K).

**(ii) REDUCTION IN PER COUNTRY LEVEL.—The
number of visas made available in each fiscal
year to natives of a foreign state under section
202(a) shall be reduced by the number of visas
made available in the previous fiscal year to
special immigrants described in  section
10I(a)(27)(K) who are natives of the foreign
state.

‘*(iii) REDUCTION IN EMPLOYMENT-BASED IMMI-
GRANT CLASSIFICATIONS WITHIN PER COUNTRY
CEILING.—In the case of a foreign state subject
to section 202(e) in a fiscal year (and in the pre-
vious fiscal year), the number of visas made
available and allocated to each of paragraphs
(1) through (3) of this subsection in the fiscal
year shall be reduced by % of the number of
visas made available in the previous fiscal year
to special immigrants described in section
101(a)(27)(K) who are natives of the foreign

state.

“(C) APPLICATION OF SEPARATE NUMERICAL
LIMITATION,—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the
number of immigrant visas made available to
special immigrants under section 101(a)(2TNK)
in any fiscal year (other than as a spouse or
child described in such section) may not ez-

“(I) in the case of aliens who are nationals of
a foreign state for which there is a numerical
limitation treaty or agreement (as defined in
clause (iii)), 2,000, or

“(II) in the case of aliens who are nationals
of any other state, 100.

*(ii) EXCEPTION FOR ALIENS CURRENTLY MEET-
ING REQUIREMENTS.—The numerical limitations
of clause (i) shall not apply to individuals who
meet the requirements of section 101(a)(27)(K) as
of the date of the enactment of this subpara-
graph.

“Yiii) NUMERICAL LIMITATION TREATY OR
AGREEMENT.—In clause (i), the term ‘numerical
limitation treaty or agreement means a treaty or
agreement in effect on the date of the enactment
of this subparagraph which authorizes and lim-
its the number of aliens who are nationals of
such state who may be enlisted annually in the
Armed Forces of the United States.".

(c) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—Section 245 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1255) is amended—
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(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking *‘or (1)
and inserting *, (I), or (K)", and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(g) In applying this section to a special im-
migrant described in section 101(a)(27)(K), such
an immigrant shall be deemed, for purposes of
subsection (a), to have been paroled into the
United States.”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect 60 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 3. DELAY UNTIL APRIL 1, 1992, IN IMPLEMEN.-
TATION OF PROVISIONS OF RELAT-
ING TO 0 AND P NONIMMIGRANTS.

Section 214(g)(1)(C) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act shall not apply to the issuance
of visas or provision of status before April 1,
1992. Aliens seeking nonimmigrant admission as
artists, athletes, entertainers, or fashion models
(or for the purpose of accompanying or assisting
in an artistic or athletic performance) before
April 1, 1992, shall not be admitted under sub-
paragraph (0)(1), (O)(ii), (P)i), or (P)(iii) of
section 101(a)(15) of such Act, but may be admit-
ted under the terms of subparagraph (H)(i)(b) of
such section (as in effect on September 30, 1991).
SEC. 4. CONTINUATION OF DERIVATIVE STATUS

Effective as if included in the Immigration Act
of 1990, section 161(c) of such Act is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graphs:

“(3) In the case of an alien who is described
in section 203(a)(8) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (as in effect before October 1, 1991)
as the spouse or child of an alien described in
section 203(a)(3) or 203(a)(6) of such Act and
who would be entitled to enter the United States
under such section 203(a)(8) but for the amend-
ments made by this section, such an alien shall
be deemed to be described in section 203(d) of
such Act as the spouse or child of an alien de-
scribed in section 203(b)(2) or 203(b)(3)(A)(i), re-
spectively, of such Act with the same priority
date as that of the principal alien.

‘(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), any peti-
tion filed before October 1, 1991, and approved
on any date, to accord status under section
203(a)(3) or 203(a)(6) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (as in effect before such date) shall
be deemed, on and after October 1, 1991 (or, if
later, the date of such approval), to be a peti-
tion approved to accord status under section
203(b)(2) or under the appropriate classification
under section 203(b)(3), respectively, of such Act
(as in effect on and after such date). Nothing in
this subparagraph shall be consirued as exempt-
ing the beneficiaries of such petitions from the
numerical limitations under section 203(b)(2) or
203(b)(3) of such Act.

‘“(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply more
than two years after the date the priority date
for issuance of a visa on the basis of such a pe-
tition has been reached."’.

SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT PRO-
GRAMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992.

Subsection (a) of section 414 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1524) is
amended to read as follows:

‘“(a) There are authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal year 1992 such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out this chapter.".

Mr. BROOKS (during the reading).
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Sentate amendment to
the House amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, I would like
to ask the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary, dur-
ing this reservation of objection, to ex-
plain the bill. I do not expect to object
to it, but I would like to know what we
are passing, and let the Members know,
if he would.

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, the
heart of S. 296 is a provision that would
allow aliens who have served honorably
in the Armed Forces of the United
States to become permanent resident
aliens. This provision passed the House
on September 16.

The Senate amendment to the House
amendment to S. 296 makes several
minor technical amendments to that
provision. In addition, the Senate
amendment includes four non-
controversial provisions, all of which
have the support of the administration.
The first simply authorizes funding for
fiscal year 1992 for the Refugee Reset-
tlement Program administered by the
Department of Health and Human
Services.

A second provision defers for 6
months—from October 1, 1991, to April
1, 1992—the effective date of the
changes made last year to certain tem-
porary visa categories concerning art-
ists, athletes, and entertainers. An
identical provision was passed by voice
vote by the House Judiciary Commit-
tee just 2 days ago.

The third and fourth provisions are
designed to cure defects in the 1990 Im-
migration Act. Inadvertently that act
denied to the spouses and children of
aliens who are coming here because of
their work skills, the right to receive a
visa.

The other defect cured by the Senate
amendment concerns a provision in the
1990 act which establishes a duplicative
paperwork filing requirement for cer-
tain U.S. employers petitioning for the
admission of a needed worker. Under
the Senate amendment they will only
need to file once.

I urge my colleagues to adopt the
Senate amendments to S. 296 and send
this bill to the President.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker,
further reserving the right to object, I
thank the gentleman for his expla-
nation.

Madam Speaker, further reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI],
the chairman of the subcommittee,
who wants to comment.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise not to object
at all but to congratulate the chairman
of the full committee, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS], who has been
my friend, and mate for many years,
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
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McCoLLUM], on having brought this bill
to the floor at this time.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker,
further reserving the right to object, I
do so only to this extent, that I think
that what has been explained is a very
important piece of legislation, because
there are things that, if we do not pass
it today, will come to pass that none of
us really want to see on the beginning
of the new fiscal year on October 1, and
as the chairman has explained, it is
very important for that reason.

In addition, there is the fact that the
underlying bill passed this body over-
whelmingly in the past.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the initial request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
ALL POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST
CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1722,
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991,
AND AGAINST CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 102-221) on the resolution (H.
Res. 230) waiving all points of order
against the conference report on the
bill (8. 1722) to provide emergency un-
employment compensation, and for
other purposes, and against the consid-
eration of such conference report,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT, FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27,
1991, TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 2508, INTER-
NATIONAL COOPERATION ACT OF
1991

Mr. FASCELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
agers may have until midnight tomor-
row, September 27, 1991, to file the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 2508) to
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 to rewrite the authorities of that
act in order to establish more effective
assistance programs and eliminate ob-
solete and inconsistent provisions, to
amend the Arms Export Control Act
and to redesignate that act as the De-
fense Trade and Export Control Act, to
authorize appropriations for foreign as-
sistance programs for fiscal years 1992
and 1993, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?
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There was no objection.

COMMENDING U.S. ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY ON
ITS 30TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. FASCELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 229) commend-
ing the U.S. Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, its current and
former employees, on the 30th anniver-
sary of the establishment of that agen-
¢y, and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 229

Whereas on September 26, 1991, the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency concludes 30 years of leadership in
arms control and disarmament policy with a
series of notable successes;

Whereas these successes include the com-
plete elimination of intermediate-range nu-
clear forces, and agreements that verify lim-
its on nuclear testing, limiting conventional
forces in Europe, reduce strategic nuclear
forces, and provide for the complete destruc-
tion of United States and Soviet chemical
weapons;

Whereas the insistence of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency on full verification of and compli-
ance with all arms control treaties has
helped to give confidence and meaning to
these treaties, and led to the decision of the
Soviet Union to dismantle the illegal anti-
ballistic missile radar at Krasnoyarsk;

Whereas the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency has been a leader
in developing United States policies to halt
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, ballistic missiles, and other possibly
destabilizing technologies; and

Whereas the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency faces historic
arms control opportunities in the next dec-
ade to conclude negotiations for a worldwide
ban on chemical and biological weapons, to
establish a worldwide conventional arms re-
straint regime, to secure additional reduc-
tions in all nuclear weapons, and, in this
context, to continue to work toward a com-
prehensive nuclear test ban: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That, on the occasion of the 30th
anniversary of the establishment of the
United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) commends that agency, and all who
have served that agency, for the contribu-
tion that they have made to make the world
a safer and more secure place to live; and

(2) reaffirms the commitment of the Unit-
ed States, through the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, to con-
tinue efforts to achieve effectively verifiable
arms control agreements and to halt the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction
and dangerous technologies.

September 26, 1991

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FASCELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, as an original spon-
sor of the legislation that established
the U.S. Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency [ACDA] 30 years ago
on September 26, 1961, it is with great
pleasure that I rise in support of House
Resolution 229. H.R. 229 commemorates
ACDA upon its 30 anniversary.

As you know, ACDA has the primary
responsibility for leading in the devel-
opment and implementation of U.S.
arms control policies. The Agency rep-
resents the foundation upon which the
United States commits itself to
achieve effectively verifiable arms con-
trol agreements. ACDA also plays a
leading role in U.8. efforts to halt the
proliferation of unconventional weap-
ons of mass destruction, and other
weapons and related technologies.

Over the last 30 years ACDA has
played a vital role in United States ne-
gotiations with the Soviets that have
been both cooperative and confronta-
tion. Constant efforts have resulted in
a historic series of successful treaties
and agreements. These include:

The 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty

[PTBT];

The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty [NPT];

The 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaty [SALT];

The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile [ABM]
Treaty;

The 1974 Theshold Test Ban Treaty
[TTBT];

The 1976 Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty [PNET];

The 1988 Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces [INF] Treaty;

The 1990 Conventional Forces in Eu-
rope Treaty [CFE]; and

The 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty [START].

Today ACDA concludes 30 years of
hard work, leadership, and dedication
to arms control and disarmament pol-
icy. With this resolution, I wish to
commend ACDA and all who have
served the Agency and their country
for their efforts toward making the
world a safer and more secure place to
live by eliminating, or where nec-
essary, by controlling all types of
weapons, including and especially
weapons of mass destruction.

If indeed history is prolog, ACDA’s il-
lustrious past indicates that is future
remains bright and even more impor-
tant as we rise to face the arms control
opportunities and challenges of the
post-cold-war era.

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD].

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Madam Speaker,
1 strongly support the resolution before
us which commends the Arms Control
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and Disarmament Agency [ACDA] upon
its 30th anniversary.

Like Chairman FASCELL, I can re-
member taking part in the debate in
the Congress to establish ACDA. We
could not agree on its name. Then we
could not agree on its mandate. But we
settled those questions because we all
agreed on the necessity of establishing
an agency which could fulfill the im-
mense responsibility for developing
and implementing U.S. arms control
policies.

I remember clearly the enthusiasm
with which each of us proceeded as we
became the first nation in the world to
create a Government agency devoted
solely to the issue of disarmament and
arms control. We believed then, as now,
that the establishment of ACDA con-
stituted proof of America’s dedication
and commitment to peace.

We had great expectations in 1961. I

believe those expectations have been
borne out. Over the last 30 years, ACDA
has played an instrumental role in con-
cluding a series of successful treaties
and agreements, ranging from the 1972
SALT Agreement to the recent INF
Treaty.
I believe that ACDA's future is as
bright as its past. With the remarkable
changes in the world over the last few
years, particularly in the Soviet Union,
ACDA faces historic opportunities. I
am confident that with strong support
from the Congress ADCA will rise to
meet those challenges.

I commend ACDA, and its dedicated
former and current employees, on 30
years of fine work. I urge the adoption
of this resolution.

Mr. FASCELL. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FASCELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 229, the
resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

PROPOSED HUD RULE IS DEATH
WARRANT FOR PUBLIC HOUSING
AUTHORITIES

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks
ago the Department of Housing and
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Urban Development [HUD] issued a
proposed rule that will be a death war-
rant for public and Indian housing au-
thorities across the Nation.

Under the proposed rule, HUD would
continue to pay full public housing op-
erating subsidies only for occupied
units and vacant units up to 2 percent.
This means that if the public housing
authority in your district has a va-
cancy rate of over 2 percent—and al-
most all do—it would receive a dev-
astating cut in assistance from HUD.

My home district of Detroit has a va-
cancy rate of over 40 percent, Mr.
Speaker; Detroit’'s housing director
told me this week that this rule would
mean a 44-percent annual cut in oper-
ating subsidy from HUD to Detroit. He
concluded that if this proposed rule is
adopted, Detroit’s public housing au-
thority ‘““might as well close its doors.”

Detroit is not alone, Mr. Speaker,
Newark, Chicago, Cleveland, Houston,
New York, and virtually all other
cities whose housing authorities have
vacancy rates over 2 percent will re-
ceive devastating cuts in assistance
from HUD under this rule.

Vacant units are an inevitable part
of any public housing project, Mr.
Speaker. Normal turnover of units,
even in the best managed projects, will
contribute to vacancy. Units must also
be vacant during modernization, recon-
struction, or other activities. Starving
a housing authority of its much-needed
operating assistance through this pro-
posed rule will not solve vacancy prob-
lems, but serve only to drastically re-
duce the quality of life for low-income
tenants across the Nation.

This is not a partisan issue, Mr.
Speaker. Both Republicans and Demo-
crats will pay the consequences in
their districts if we stand by and allow
this rule to be implemented. I am sub-
mitting for the record an analysis of
this rule by the Council of Large Pub-
lic Housing Authorities that shows the
impact of its implementation on cities
across the country. I urge my col-
leagues to demand that Secretary
Kemp withdraw this outrageous pro-
posal, and rethink his approach to
housing management. Cutting our pub-
lic housing authorities off at the knees
is not the answer.

HUD RULE WILL CUuT HOUBING SUBSIDIES

(By Eugene T. Lowe)

HUD {s about to publish a new rule that
would seriously cut federal public housing
operating subsidies, requiring public housing
authorities [PHA's] to cut back on essential
management and maintenance staff, and se-
riously reduce the authorities' capability to
serve low-income residents. The new rule
would be implemented after January 1, 1992.

Under the proposed new rule, HUD would
continue to pay full public housing operating
subsidies only for occupied units and vacant
units up to two percent. For vacancies over
two percent, HUD would pay an annual oper-
ating subsidy equal to only 20 percent of the
basic, non-utility expenses incurred by most
occupied units.
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Previously, public housing authorities
have prepared their annual budgets with the
assumption that they would receive rental
income from 97 percent of their units (a
three percent vacancy rate). Some PHA's
have vacancy rates that are substantially
higher than three percent.

In order to reduce high vacancy rates over
time, PHAs have entered into agreements
with HUD called Comprehensive Occupancy
Plans [COP's], under which the PHA and
HUD agree to a series of mutual steps to in-
creasingly occupy vacant units. The COP's
recognize that progress in achieving va-
cancy-reduction goals is dependent upon the
PHA's receiving adequate operating sub-
sidies, and security and modernization
money from HUD.

The proposed rule would be devastating to
the operations of most PHA's with vacancy
rates over five percent. Those PHAs would
lose substantial amounts of operating sub-
sidy, while vacant units would still require
expenditures.

The Council of Large Public Housing Au-
thorities [CPHA] says that there are many
reasons why Housing Authorities need oper-
ating subsidies for vacant public housing
units. One reason is when vacancies occur as
a result of modernization. *‘Such units may
be vacant for many months in the case of a
large-scale modernization project”, CLPHA
says. “During that period, these units must
continue to be heated, and security must be
provided to prevent vandalism during mod-
ernization', CLPHA adds.

HUD SEEKS AID CUT TO HOUSING AGENCIES
(By Ann Mariano)

The Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment has announced plans to make
deep cuts in the operating subsidies it gives
an estimated 38,200 public housing agencies

across the country.

If the plan goes into effect, the District of
Columbia’s funds would be cut by $56 million
next year, according to the Council of Large
Public Housing Authorities.

An analysis of the proposed regulation’s ef-
fects showed that 50 other large public hous-
ing agencies across the country would lose a
total of $96.4 million, according to Gordon
Cavanaugh, attorney for the council. He said
the figures show the change would ‘“‘topple
some major housing authorities and greatly
harm many others."” The organization is still
calculating the amounts that other housing
authorities would lose.

Ray Price, new director of the District’'s
Department of Public and Assisted Housing,
is concerned about the proposed rule and will
‘‘provide comments to HUD" outlining the
city’s objections, according to Lucy Murray,
spokeswoman for the department. In addi-
tion, Murray said, Mayor Sharon Pratt
Dixon will announce plans Monday for ‘‘re-
moving the boards" from a number of empty
public housing developments.

Montgomery County expects to lose $25,646
if the HUD rule goes into effect. The poten-
tial loss ‘‘may not sound like much but it all
adds up” said Barbara Goldman, vice chair-
woman of the Housing Opportunities Com-
mission, Montgomery's public housing agen-
cy. The county is already making cuts in
many programs, including public housing,
and HUD's proposal i8 “‘another blow" that
will fall most heavily on public housing resi-
dents.

Fairfax County hoped to receive $270,000 in
1992 and $334,000 the following year, but “we
now think this will be cut,” said Mary Ste-
vens, a housing agency spokeswoman.

Baltimore would lose $6.2 million, or 14.3
percent of its current subsidy.
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Nearly all public housing agencies in the
country face cuts under HUD's proposal and
some—including Cleveland; Jacksonville,
Fla.; St. Louis; Providence, R.I.; Houston
and Detroit—would lose between a third and
one-half of their operating funds, Cavanaugh
sald. Newark's funds would be cut by more
than 56 percent.

HUD allots subsidies based on the number
of housing units in a local agency and wants,
with only a few exceptions, to cut 80 percent
of the funds for each unit that is vacant. But
public housing operators argue that empty
units in apartment buildings cost at least as
much to operate as occupied units because
maintenance needs continue and the units
have to be guarded to prevent vandalism and
drug abuse.

Joseph G. Schiff, HUD's assistant sec-
retary for public and Indian housing, said
local authorities should be paid for the fami-
lies they house, not for the total units the
agencies own. In the mid-1980s there were
75,000 vacancies in public housing projects
nationwide and today there are more than
100,000, he said, adding ‘‘somehow we need
additional motivation” to fill the vacant
units.

The cuts are being made in operating as-
sistance, not in the modernization fund,
which totals $2.5 billion this year and is used
to modernize deteriorated housing units,
Schiff said. HUD, after reviewing comments
about the funding cuts, plans to publish the
final rule by Dec. 1 8o that it can take effect
Jan. 1, he said.

HUD's proposal ‘“ignores the reasons for
some of the vacancies,’ said Richard Y. Nel-
son Jr., executive director of the National
Asgociation of Housing and Redevelopment
Officials. “In many cases we have new execu-
tive directors who inherited the problem of
high vacancies, which are often attributable
to a lot of causes, some demographic, some
lack of HUD money. There's a whole host of
reasons for vacancies, and you just can't
overcome them by saying we'll take away
money."”

“I think this is one of the most wrong-
headed notions HUD has come up with in a
long time. It will have the opposite effect of
what they claim they desire,” said Mary Ann
Russ, executive director of the Council of
Large Public Housing Authorities. ““The vast
majority of vacant units are vacant because
they need capital improvements."

Of the 100,000 vacant units HUD cited,
70,000 are empty because they have not re-
ceived enough money from HUD to rehabili-
tate them, and many of the others are in the
process of being repaired, she said.

In a letter to Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez (D-
Tex.), chairman of the House Banking Com-
mittee’s housing and community develop-
ment subcommittee, the council asked Gon-
zalez for help in persuading HUD to with-
draw the proposal. The letter noted that
under the department’s nmew formula, the
San Antonio housing agency, located in Gon-
zalez's home district, would lose more than
$500,00.

Gonzalez said this week that HUD “is slip-
ping through the back door in another at-
tempt to cut operating funds for public and
Indian housing” and questioning the agen-
cy’s motives. HUD has ignored provisions of
last year's Affordable Housing Act that are
intended to help reduce public housing va-
cancies, he said.

The council cited what it called *‘the ulti-
mate Catch 22" of the Detroit housing agen-
cy’s status. Detroit will lose nearly half of
its operating funds because of its many va-
cant units but HUD has not given the hous-
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ing agency any funds for rehabilitating the
apartments. Detroit has received $375,000 for
emergency repairs.

DRUG TESTING FOR MEMBERS: AN
IDEA WHOSE TIME HAS COME

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
there has been some commentary evi-
dently this morning about the lack of
domestic agenda by the President of
the United States. The President has a
domestic agenda. Part of that agenda
is the comprehensive crime package
that has been bottled up in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for over a
year, and there finally was a hearing
on it this Monday.

When that crime package is consid-
ered on the House floor, I plan to offer
as an amendment my resolution, H.R.
17, that would require all Members of
the House of Representatives to be ran-
domly tested for illegal drugs. I am
sure that this will not win any popu-
larity contests, but I think it is only
time that we subject ourselves to the
same set of standards that many Amer-
icans have to subject themselves to in
the workplace.

The recent revelation by the GAO of
this body’'s check-cashing abuse policy
is one more example of how poor an ex-
ample the U.S. House of Representa-
tives sets for the American public.

Properly, Mr. Speaker, you took no
time in changing that policy, and I
want to congratulate you for that. I am
sure, though, that if I had introduced a
check-cashing resolution last year it
would not have been very popular ei-
ther.

It is now time to regain the con-
fidence of the American people. Let us
set the proper example. Let us test our-
selves for illegal drugs just as almost
every American is subject to in the
workplace.

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting for the
RECORD a copy of a poll in the Houston
Post last week, that 96 percent of the
people who called in on this poll to the
Houston Post supported H.R. 17.

96 PERCENT OF CALLERS FAVOR DRUG TESTS
FOR MEMBERS OF U.S. CONGRESS
(By Leslie Loddeke)

More than 96 percent of the Houston Post
InfoPoll callers S8unday said members of U.S.
Congress should be tested for drugs.

A total of 536 of the 557 callers agreed with
a proposal by U.8. Rep. Joe Barton, R-Ennis,
who has introduced a bill to require random
drug testing of congressional members. Only
21 people, or nearly 4 percent, voted no.

U.8. House and Senate members should be
tested ‘‘just like everybody else,” said the
vast majority. The poll question provoked an
unusually large number of people to leave
comments on the poll tape expressing strong
sentiments favoring the bill put forward by
Barton, a Republican from Ennis.

“I think our leaders of our Congress should
be answerable to us, so they should be first
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and foremost in getting tested,' said Karen
Estess, a Welcome Wagon representative.

Houston homemaker Betty Pichardo said
the revelation that state Rep. Larry Evans,
D-Houston, died last month from an adverse
reaction to cocaine intoxication, alerted her
to the need for congressmen, at both the
state and federal level to be tested.

‘“‘Anyone in a position of public trust and
responsibility should be tested,” said
Pichardo.

A Delta Air Lines pilot, a construction
worker, two railroad employees and a Phil-
lips Petroleumn employee said they all felt
members of Congress should share their obli-
gation to submit to random drug testing.

“I sure don't want no dopehead running my
country,” a caller who identified himself
only as Mike, stated succinctly.

Those who voted against the proposal were
generally silent, except for one unidentified
caller who called the war on drugs a ‘‘scam,”
and said drugs should be legalized.

Barton has attributed his bill to a sense of
fair play.

“If the lowest-ranking soldier in a Saudi
desert must submit to drug testing,
shouldn’t the member of Congress who sent
him there be tested?” Barton asked.
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WHAT THE PRESIDENT DID AND
DID NOT SAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, ear-
lier in the day today during the 1-
minute speeches, we had a round of de-
bate with regard to the issue of what
the President said in New Jersey and
what the President may not have said
in New Jersey, but which has been dis-
torted on the House floor. I will get
into that issue here again in a moment,
but I will insert the entire text of the
President’s speech made in New Jersey
in the RECORD at this point.

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT AT NEW JERSEY
GOP FUNDRAISER

The PRESIDENT. Thank you so much, Gov-
ernor Kean and Deb, for meeting us, welcom-
ing us back to this great state. I do feel like
I've been here many times, and frankly, I
wish Tom Kean were still Governor of this
state. [Applause.]

I also want to single out Mike Castle, the
Governor of Delaware, for making the trip
up here in support of our candidates in these
important elections that are coming up.
Mike was a great leader in the battle for our
education program that I'm going to men-
tion—a minute ago, one of the governors
that was clearly out front in that, doing a
great job in one of our neighboring states.
And, Mike, thanks for coming all this way.
[Applause.]

And I can’t tell you what a joy it to have
at my side every day in Washington another
son of New Jersey, Nick Brady, our Sec-
retary of the Treasury, so well-known. [Ap-
plause.]

And may I salute our chairman, Bob
Franks; our Republican leader, John Dorsey;
the Assembly Republican leader, Chuck
Haytaian; along with my old friend, Bo Sulli-
van. You've got a good team working the
problem for the fall, and I'm delighted to be
with them. [Applause.]
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May I also suggest that you look carefully
at the team behind us, the delegation behind
us there—New Jersey is well-represented.
And I wish all of them well in their guests
for the fall—and whatever you're running
for, good luck. God bless all of you. [Ap-
plause.] Thanks for being here.

Well, I've come here today fresh from—
that means ‘“‘immediately from,” not nec-
essarily “‘fresh feeling'' [laughter] from two
days of meetings over at the UN. in New
York City. And it really—as Tom said, it is
mind-boggling to contemplate the changes
that have swept our world in the last few
years—even in the last few months. In my
address to the General Assembly I tried to
provide some context to those extraordinary
developments.

Freedom is an idea whose time has come—
in Eastern Europe, across the great land
mass of Asia, in Africa, and right here in our
own hemisphere, right here in the Americas.
And let me tell you, every person in this
room can be proud of the fact that one na-
tion has been in the vanguard of this excit-
ing movement toward freedom day in and
day out, year after year. And that nation is
the United States of America. And we all
should be proud of it. [Applause.]

Just last month when a coup threatened to
set back the cause of freedom and democracy
in the Soviet Union, the United States stood
firmly on the side of freedom, against the
coup plotters and with the people of the So-
viet Union. And after the coup failed, both
Boris Yeltsin and Mikhail Gorbachev called
me to say how fundamentally important it
had been to have the support of the Amer-
ican people. We have that strength for the
values that people respect all around the
world. [Applause.]

And as Barbara and I travel all around the
world, we hear it time and again: America
has a disproportionate responsibility to lead.
And I can assure you we're going to continue
to do that because I believe—and I know
this—that it's good for our country, and I
think it's good for the cause of world peace.

Tonight I'm here for the same reason many
of you are—because we believe in the poten-
tial of the New Jersey Republicans. [Ap-
plause.] I've been campaigning alongside of
many of you in this state for years, and
that's why. And as a matter of fact, I think
my first political trip as Vice President back
in 1981, my first one was a state party fund-
ralser right up the Parkway at Kean College.
Exit 140, isn’t 1t? Anyway, it’s in there some-
where. [Laughter.] But I like to campaign
here because New Jersey Republicans typify
our belief in faith, in family, and in individ-
ual initiative. And that's what New Jersey
voters want in their leaders. They're not get-
ting that now, and that’s what these elec-
tions are about that are coming up just in &
few weeks from today.

No matter where they live in this diverse
state—the beautiful shore counties down
there, and communities over in Ocean Coun-
ty; the suburbs of Bergen and Essex [ap-
plause] or the sprawling, open country in
western Jersey [applause] the counties of
Hunterton or Warren [applause] I knew we'd
get this crowd on that one. Chuck brought
the team along here. [Laughter.] But New
Jerseyians are mainstream voters. And I can
tell you the Republicans define the main-
stream in this state. And because of that I
honestly believe, after talking to the politi-
cal leaders, reading about the problems of
the state—the quest for innovation, I might
add, that the people in this state want—I be-
lieve that Republicans will take back the As-
sembly and the Senate in the fall. [Ap-
plause.]
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And I've heard about the job that's been
done by the party leadership and the county
leaders recruiting candidates. Proof that the
New Jersey GOP is forward-looking and in-
clusive. And in fact, more women and mi-
norities are running for office as Republicans
than as Democrats than ever before. And
we’ll run on the Republican record and it's a
good record, both here in New Jersey and na-
tionally as well. [Applause.]

You've got good top leaders: Bob Franks at
the party headquarters and Chuck here in
the Assembly and John Dorsey in the Sen-
ate. And they know the principles that Re-
publicans stand for. We stand for free mar-
kets and free people, the power of the indi-
vidual, the potential of innovation. And
that's at the heart of our domestic agenda.
And we believe in measuring success by how
many lives we enrich, how many families we
strengthen—and thank goodness for the fam-
ily—and how much faith we have in our fu-
ture. And those are the building blocks for a
better America, and Republicans will not
forget that.

Our domestic agenda begins by an abiding
trust in the American people. And it tries to
carry that faith forward into the future.
Take, for example, our housing proposals.
Turn housing residents into homeowners—
that's what it's about. Strip them of the in-
dignity that comes from the hopelessness of
living in projects with no real future. Make
homeowners out; of them. We believe in ten-
ant management. We believe our public
housing citizens can manage their own af-
fairs and contribute to our society. And
that's the philosophy.

And I'm a little tired of hearing Democrats
say we have no domestic agenda. The prob-
lem is their domestic agenda is to crush our
domestic agenda. They're doing nothing but
griping—[applause] —refusing to consider
the new ideas and sending me a bunch of gar-
bage I will not sign. I'll continue to veto the
bad stuff until we get good bills. [Applause.]

Our energy package attempts to conserve
energy while encouraging innovation. Our
transportation package gives more power to
local authorities who know their own needs.
And I believe that we're making headway
now, real headway if you look at the latest
polling figures on drug usage—I believe we're
making headway and winning the war on
drugs. And the National Drug Strategy is
working. And thank goodness for the people
on the front lines—the community groups,
the law enforcement people, the private sec-
tor—right there at the local level, the level
closest to the people.

And our crime package is the most com-
prehensive in American history. And we're
determined to give our streets and our com-
munities back to the people. But we need
more help from down there in Washington to
get our crime package through the Congress.

We've had our share of successes on the do-
mestic front. I take great pride in the fact
that we passed child care legislation that
puts choice in the hands of parents, where it
should be. A Clean Air Act, hailed by envi-
ronmentalists and business alike, that uses
the power and innovation of the marketplace
to clean our nation’s air. An Americans With
Disabilities Act, the most farreaching civil
rights bill in decades. And that was all
passed with the leadership of the Republican
administration in Washington, D.C. [Ap-
plause.)

And right now in Congress there's some de-
bate on how to help the unemployed whose
benefits have run out. The Democrats want
us to pass a bill and simply not pay for it,
push it on over to future generations. And
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our approach, the dole substitute it's called,
helps the unemployed—they get the extended
benefit—but pays for the program. And this
approach—their approach adds to an already
humongous deficit, and ours does not. Ours
pays as you go and takes care of those who
are in need. And that is the fundamental dif-
ference between the Republicans and the
Democrats. [Applause.]

1 mentioned Mike Castle and education. I
might well harken back to the leadership
Tom Kean gave in education. Everyone in
this state—everyone in the nation—knows of
his leadership on education. But our America
2000 Education Strategy is generating a cru-
sade for excellence in education in state
after state, and community after commu-
nity. Your own Tom Kean, as I say, chairs
what we call the New American Schools De-
velopment Corporation. It's an innovative
part of the America 2000 strategy.

Across-the-board we've got a good record
on education. And if I might be permitted a
word of pride, I happen to think the First
Lady is doing a pretty darn good job on vol-
unteer and literacy as well. [Applause.]

No, we've got a good record I believe. The
question is getting it out, doing it in a way
that is going to help these candidates. I
might add—it's very important—if we be-
lieve in these local answers we'd better get
good people wrestling the problems in the
Assembly. But in order to bulld a better
country, a better America, we've got to have
more conviction and courage in Congress and
in the statehouses, and certainly, as I say, in
the Assembly.

It's time to bring New Jersey back to the
common-sense policies of the Republican
Party. And I belleve New Jerseyans will ap-
preciate the GOP really does stand for
growth and opportunity and prosperity, espe-
cially after the last few years. From my van-
tage point—I don't want to be prognosticat-
ing and be one of these guys that relies on
the latest figures, but I think it looks a lit-
tle shakey for the Democrats. [Laughter and
applause.] I heard that some of the Demo-
crats in Trenton were calling the captain of
that Greek cruise liner for advice on how to
abandon ship. [Laughter.]

Our administration’'s economic growth
agenda promotes growth and opportunity.
And it’s for all Americans. And our economic
growth package is one that creates a right
climate for business to flourish. We want to
bring down the tax on capital gains so that
investors will invest money in new busi-
nesses, new ideas, and new jobs. [Applause.]
And even though I think this economy, glug-
gish as it’s been, is recovering, the best thing
to do to create new jobs would be to pass
that capital gains differential. It isn't a re-
lief bill for the rich, it's a jobs bill. And we
ought to get it passed. [Applause.]

We've been pushing incentives to save.
Tying into this unemployment compensation
debate—we're going to have that on the
floor. We need more R&D, we need more sav-
ings incentives like these IRAs. And that's
part of the Republican approach. We want to
bring that deficit down, and so I am deter-
mined—we have caps now on spending—and I
am determined to enforce those caps and not
let the Democrats who want to spend try to
go around the budget agreement that was
worked out last year. [Applause.]

Another area that I take pride in is that
we are for free trade. We're determined that
America will remain a world leader in the
global economy, and because we want to
open up the world to American products. In
the last four years alone—some of you may
not realize this—exports from the United
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States have increased 55 percent, more than
twice the rate of import growth. And right
now exports have galvanized our economy.
Though our economy has been sluggish, it's
the exports side that has been very vibrant.

We can build on our strengths to create
more growth, more opportunity, and more
prosperity if we have sound and sensible
trade policies.

One more point: Last year, regulations
cost the economy at least $185 billion, regu-
lations. And we're trying to do something
about that. The Vice President’s Council on
Competitiveness has targeted burdensome
regulations, you know the ones. They stran-
gle productivity; they defy logic and don’t
effectively or efficiently protect the public
interests. And it's time we cut through this
tangle of red tape and cleared a path for eco-
nomic growth [Applause.]

1 know some of you don’t like this nostal-
gia, particularly given what you're putting
up with today. But during the Kean adminis-
tration, New Jersey was an economic power-
house. And it can be again. It's time to
unleash this power of the imagination. Tom
touched on that and worked on that when he
was a Governor. And it's time to do that
now. It's time to bring common-sense gov-
ernment back to Trenton. [Applause.]

And speaking of common sense, most peo-
ple know Thomas Paine's famous words:
““These are the times that try men’s souls.”
But most people don't know that Thomas
Paine—true story—wrote those words while
in New Jersey, during the American Revolu-
tion. Well, these times, let's face it, try
men’s souls. And once again, you can make
history in New Jersey. It may not have that
same context of a revolution or, particularly
when you compare it to the changes that are
taking place all around the world still—in
Eastern Europe and, hopefully, in the Middle
East and other areas. But this year you can
do something about it. This year this state
can go Republican. And I believe that the
people of this state deserve leadership and
common sense. I think that means they de-
serve & Republican Assembly and a Repub-
lican Senate. [Applause.]

S0 I came up here tonight to thank our
leaders, to wish these candidates all the best,
and to tell you this parenthetically—I
looked around the room, and we had a little
receiving line before I walked in here, and I
saw so many faces that were very supportive
of me as I ran for President of the United
States in 1988. Probably almost everybody in
this room, Maybe we've got a few converts, I
don't know. [Laughter.] But I would simply
say this: If you get the feeling that I like my
job, you're right. [Applause.]

There has never been a more exciting time
in recent history to be President of the Unit-
ed States. I'm proud to be there, I'm grateful
for our support. Now give me the kind of
philosophical support in Trenton, and I'll be
happier still.

Thank you very, very much. [Applause.]

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, the
statements made on the House floor in-
dicated that the President of the Unit-
ed States had said that the Democratic
proposals with regard to unemploy-
ment were ‘‘garbage.'’ Some Members
even took that so far on the House
floor as to indicate that the President
had called the unemployed garbage.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. I want to point out exactly what
the President said. The President in
New Jersey said:
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And I'm a little tired of hearing Democrats
say we have no domestic agenda. The prob-
lem is their domestic agenda is to crush our
domestic agenda. They're doing nothing but
griping—refusing to consider the new ideas
and sending me a bunch of garbage I will not
sign. I'll continue to veto the bad stuff until
we get good bills.

That is the quote. There is nothing in
the paragraph ahead of that that refers
to unemployment. There is nothing in
the paragraph behind that that refers
to unemployment. Unemployment is
not even a subject of the discussion in
the President’s speech at that point.

Later, several paragraphs down, the
President does get to the issue of un-
employment. I think it is well to un-
derstand what the President said at
that point. The President said:

And right. now in Congress there's some de-
bate on how to help the unemployed whose
benefits have run out. The Democrats want
us to pass a bill and simply not pay for it,
push it on over to future generations. And
our approach, the Dole substitute it’s called,
helps the unemployed—they get the extended
benefit—but pays for the program. And this
approach—their approach adds to an already
humongous deficit, and ours does not. Ours
pays as you go and takes care of those who
are in need. And that is the fundamental dif-
ference between the Republicans and the
Democrats.

At no point in those words did the
President say anything other than the
fact that he wants to sign a signable
unemployment approach.

Now, I think that if we are going to
have responsible debates, debates
which merit the attention of the Amer-
ican people, that it is important on the
House floor to deal in facts. The facts
here are very clear. The President at
no point referred to the unemployment
bill as “garbage.” In fact, what he said
was:

There is an unemployment bill I will sign,
and it is disappointing that the Democrats
will not send me that kind of legislation.

He did suggest earlier in his speech
that there are bills arriving on his desk
that because they contain old ideas,
status quo ideas, that they are not the
approaches that he will sign to move
forward a domestic agenda. He wants
his new ideas and approaches taken—
his new ideas for crime fighting, his
new ideas for education, his new ideas
on the environment, the new ideas that
he has promoted on housing and on
highways. There are a lot of those
around, yet they are not moving in this
Congress.

In fact, a little earlier when we heard
the schedule discussed for next week,
there is not much at all happening in
this Congress. We seem to be hanging
around town so that we can hold press
conferences to counterpoint the Presi-
dent or so Members can come to the
floor and distort the President’s
record, and we do not seem to be doing
much else.

Now, the question I think before the
American people on domestic agendas
is, first of all, whose domestic agenda

September 26, 1991

do you want? Do you want the domes-
tic agenda of the people who have for-
mulated domestic agendas for the last
35 years and have gotten us into the
horrendous mess that we are now in,
where this year in our budget we will
spend more on interest payments on
the national debt than we will spend
for all the domestic discretionary pro-
grams combined. Domestic discre-
tionary programs include things like
education, transportation, housing, a
whole series of things which are very
important to the American people. All
those programs combined do not add up
in spending to the amount that we will
spend on interest on the national debt.

And what is the Democrat solution
to the present problem of the unem-
ployed? They want to add more to that
debt. They want to add more to that
deficit. And where do we go to get the
money to pay for that? We go to the
Japanese and we go to other foreign
borrowers and ask them to come up
with the money which future genera-
tions will then have to pay.

So we are not only hurting ourselves
and our economy now, we are hurting
the ability of our children and grand-
children to deal with the problems that
they will face in the future. That is not
a program that we can support and the
President ought not to support it.

The President was right. Such an ap-
proach is garbage.

THE USE OF WESTERN LANDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, I wanted to take this oppor-
tunity to talk a little bit about an
issue that I think is increasingly hav-
ing an impact and an effect on Western
States, Western States that are public
land States.

In many of our States, in my State of
Wyoming, for example, public lands
represent 50 percent of the total land
surface in our State. Some go as high
as 87 percent. So you can imagine that
the land management decisions and the
land management policies that affect
those lands drive the economies of our
States, particularly since the States
are largely involved in natural re-
source kinds of activities that do in-
volve the lands.

A number of things have come upon
us in recent months that I think are
very important with regard to the fu-
ture of Federal land management, and
indeed the Western States.

Grazing fees, for example, is one of
the most prominent and most current
issues that we are confronting. In addi-
tion to that, there are such things as
Federal royalties. The proposition in
the Senate is to add additional costs to
the States who were promised in the
statute to be given 50 percent of the
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royalties collected on Federal lands in
those States, and that has been the
agreement that indeed continues to be
the statutory language, and yet in the
appropriations bills efforts are made to
change it, continuing efforts for single-
use management, when obviously these
are the kinds of resources that need to
be used multiply, and shared use is
really the issue that we ought to be
concerned with.

There are environmental issues that
continue to be very one sided when
what we need, of course, are balanced
environmental issues that bring use in
an environmentally sound way into
timber cuts, which have been very im-
portant; endangered species, such
things as the spotted owl, and our
State particularly the artificial intro-
duction of wolves into Yellowstone
Park. Nobody argues with them being
in Yellowstone Park. What they argue
with is not being able to keep them in
Yellowstone Park with regard to the
grazing and the sheep and the cattle
that are there.

8o in effect, all of them have an im-
pact on multiple use and the shared use
of these resources, and our economy is
based on that in our State and many
others.

Let me talk for just a moment about
grazing fees, because I think it is an
example. We will be confronted in this
House with another look at grazing
fees. We have been doing it as an an-
nual ritual each year, seeking to raise
that. Part of the reason for that to be
raised, I am sure, from the sponsors, is
to eliminate cattle from public lands,
to move toward the single use process.
The other is to generate funds, and it
generates relatively little.

Let me talk a second about the his-
torical pattern of land ownership. As
we all know, most States, and cer-
tainly original States, had all their
land included when they came into the
Union. The Western States did not. We
moved through a series of legislation,
primarily the Homestead Act, which
was designed to put these lands into
private ownership. Most of the lands
were not put into private ownership,
only that portion of the land that had
water that were the basic acreages and
the grazing land, which was really re-
gidual land that nobody claimed.
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And that is very important when you
look at grazing fees because the base
land that is in private ownership is in-
separable from the grazing lands if you
are going to use these resources fully.

The water is there, the winter feed is
there, and I would like to suggest that
as we take another look at it again, if
we are really interested in multiple
use, that the persons who are inter-
ested in hunting and fishing and wild-
life will understand that these two
things go together.

I just came from a ranch near the
Greybull River, near Meeteetse, WY.
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This ranch is down near the river. They
raise winter feed. They winter about
2,000 head of elk. Those elk would have
no place to go in the wintertime. All
they ask is in exchange having their
cows in the forest in the summer.

I think the most obvious problem
with raising the fees to where the
ranchers cannot use it is the checker-
board. Twenty miles on each side of the
railroad in the early West in Wyoming,
in order to encourage the railroad to go
through, those lands were given to the
railroad, every other section. So the
whole 40 miles here is checkerboard
lands.

These are not highly productive
lands. These are lands where it takes
100 acres to run an animal unit
throughout the year. You simply can-
not separate the Government lands
from the private lands. If you tried to
fence it, the fencing would cost much
more than the land is worth.

Madam Speaker, I simply, as we
come forward again to talk about graz-
ing fees, the effort is made to compare
grazing fees in the West on public lands
with grazing fees that are paid by
farmers in Indiana or Ohio to lease
grass from their neighbor; there cer-
tainly is no comparison.

Let me tell you a few of the things
that grazers have to pay for: Lost ani-
mals, association fees, moving the live-
stock, many times herding because the
fences are not there, and water produc-
tion. These grazers provide for that.
They have to support the wild horses
that graze there as well. Fence mainte-
nance, and so forth, and in fact the
comparable cost is about $14 as com-
pared to $8 on private lands.

So I hope that as we take a look at
this, we will promote multiple use in
the West, the best use of our resources.

CONGRESS SHOULD EXERCISE
MORE LEADERSHIFP ON BEHALF
OF CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CRAMER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to speak about a subject that is
very important to me, and that is the
subject of children in this country.
Madam Speaker, I was a prosecutor in
Alabama for 10 years before I came to
this Congress. As a new Member, I
would like to bring some of my experi-
ence there into the Congress and chal-
lenge my colleagues to exercise more
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leadership than we have been exercis-
ing on behalf of children and families
in this country.

Madam Speaker, we have recently
had an important report of the U.S.
Advisory Commission on Child Abuse
and Neglect. This report was made pub-
lic a little more than a week ago in
Denver, CO, where the Select Commit-
tee on Children, Youth and Families,
on which I am privileged to be a mem-
ber, conducted a field hearing. This re-
port is devastating with regard to lead-
ership at the national level. This re-
port challenges all of us on the Federal
level; in Congress, in the Department
of Health and Human Services, in the
U.S. Justice Department, in the var-
ious bureaus in Washington, DC, to get
our acts together, to come up with a
more focused policy that has to do with
children and families in this country.

The same report declares there is a
state of emergency with regard to chil-
dren and families, that we are not pro-
viding the kind of services that we
need to be able to provide for them.

I would like to break from that a lit-
tle bit and tell you that out of the 45
Members of Congress, during freshman
orientation back in November, there
were many of us who had the oppor-
tunity to speak to each other for the
first time and get to know each other
for the first time.

Most of us come from varied back-
grounds. But the theme that rang true
from us in terms of our commitment in
Congress to helping people was the
theme of helping children and vulner-
able families across the board, from
the juvenile delinquency program, to
those infant mortality programs, to
the child abuse and neglect programs.

I am happy to be joined today by my
fellow colleague, the gentleman from
Indiana, Congressman TIM ROEMER. I
would like to yield to the gentleman in
order that he may speak to us about
his experience there.

Madam Speaker, I would like to have
a colloquy with the gentleman regard-
ing our joining together in a new chil-
dren’s caucus. Madam Speaker, other
Members are joining with us. Madam
Speaker, I want to applaud the efforts
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
ROEMER] and am happy to join with
him in that effort. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Madam Speaker, first
of all, I thank the gentleman in the
well for his leadership which he has
shown on children's issues from the
first day we were here together. The
distinguished and articulate gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER] has been a
leader on this issue. From that first
moment when we met, to this morn-
ing’s breakfast where we were together
again, where the gentleman from Ala-
bama coordinated a breakfast for advo-
cacy groups on the part of children
from all over the United States.

I am very proud to be part of this
special order and to join with the gen-
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tleman in a colloquy and talk about
many of the concerns on the part of
our Nation's children, which the gen-
tleman and I agree is the best resource
we have and that we had better start
listening to those voices out there in
Alabama, in my district in Indiana, in
Hawali, California. That is, not just
spending money on their problems, but
getting people involved at the commu-
nity level, at the business level, and
pulling together in our local commu-
nities to address this very, very impor-
tant concern on all of our parts.

Mr. CRAMER. I think the gentleman
would agree that while we talk an
awful lot about this problem, particu-
larly talk about it from the Federal
level, we do not see the money, we do
not see the morale at the local level,
that the local level needs in order to
deal with the problems that they face.
This is a tough time for funding at the
Federal level. But we must challenge
ourselves to be innovative, to come up
with approaches that we know will
work, approaches that will make sense
at the local level.

The local level is very cynical about
what we do at the Federal level be-
cause they see us contributing to bu-
reaucracies which talk an awful lot
about the problem but they do not ac-
tually do much about the problem.

Mr. ROEMER. The gentleman from
Alabama I think makes a very impor-
tant point here in that we have spent,
I think, since 1987, decreased spending
on our children by about 4 percent. One
of the examples that I would like to
talk a little bit about too, as we go
through our colloquy, is: In a recent
conversation that I had with the direc-
tor of prisons in the State of Indiana,
we were talking about the vast amount
of money and resources that are now
spent in not only Indiana but across
the country on prisons, incarceration.

I said, well, you know, as we project
under these constrained budgets in the
future, what is the biggest single indi-
cator or variable that we should look
at for new prison cells in the future?

And he said:

Well, Tim, hold on to your seat on this
reply. The single biggest indicator that we
use is the number of at-risk children in the
second grade. And we can either spend the
money on Head Start programs, pre-school
programs, on making sure that we are not
only addressing the at-risk needs of our chil-
dren in the population there, but improving
our schools and restructuring our schools,
before we just throw money at the problem.
But that this is a question of, as the com-
mercial says, “Do we spend money now?",
and in fair amounts and probably less
money, or do we pay it later?”

Do we build new prisons, do we con-
tinue to incarcerate people and have
these at-risk students in second grade
go through the system and, eventually,
in many cases, many sad cases, end up
building prisons for some of those peo-
ple?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

We have to concentrate our re-
sources, our time, our energy on our
children in this country.

Mr. CRAMER. 1 agree with my col-
league. I would point out that, as a
prosecutor back in my county in Ala-
bama, I would take our grand jury
through the juvenile detention home
every other month, as was mandated
by law. We would interview young
boys, young girls, who were incarcer-
ated there, who were running away
from home; young boys and girls who
were committing their first crimes in
order to escape the predicament in
which they found themselves at home.
We would talk to those young people,
and they would tell us that they were
running from domestic violence, that
they were running from abuse.
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Those are the same young people,
much like you say about the prisons,
that we are warehousing, the same
young people that do not have re-
sources available to them so that we
can rescue them. We are labeling those
young people as offenders or criminals.
We are not labeling them as victims.
We are turning around and incarcerat-
ing those young people when they be-
come adults. Those same young people
are reoffending against society and
against other children, and it is just
more expensive. We are paying a high
price later by not doing something
today.

Mr. ROEMER. And I think the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER]
makes a good point there, and I think,
as a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, that I am proud to
be on that committee under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. ForD] who is fighting for edu-
cation dollars, and Head Start pro-
grams, and who we hope to work with,
as well as the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Science, Space, and Technology,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BrowN], and I serve together under his
leadership and vanguard on math and
science education programs to try to
restructure the school system to come
up with more innovative programs and
new technologies in the schools, shar-
ing of those technologies, partnerships
between business and the schools, and I
look forward to working with those
two very, very intelligent and passion-
ate chairmen on children’s issues.

That is one of the reasons that we
have helped establish and started our
working group for children here in the
U.S. Congress.

Mr. CRAMER. I look forward to
working with the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER] in that working
group. I think this new report of the
U.8. Advisory Committee on Child
Abuse and Neglect really puts us on
the defensive, and I think we need to be
on the defensive. It says that we do not
have a focused policy at the Federal
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level. We complain about the States
and the local levels, but we need to get
our act together on a national level,
that one wing of our Government is
pursuing one course of action, another
wing is pursuing another course of ac-
tion, and there is no interfacing right
here where we need to be interfacing.

So, I look forward to working with
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROE-
MER] and taking that on as a challenge.
I think we talk so much about eco-
nomic issues and investment in our in-
frastructure, but we fail to realize that
the best investment we can make is an
investment in our young people, that
the hope for tomorrow truly is a bal-
anced set of young people that will
rise, and want to be leaders, and want
to be part of institutions like this, and
want to get things done. So, I look for-
ward to that.

Mr. ROEMER. I do, too, and one of
the reasons that I started that, as the
gentleman from Alabama mentioned,
with the help of—usually the core
group has been with our freshman
class, Republicans and Democrats
alike, in a bipartisan manner coming
together to put this focus upon chil-
dren's needs, and what we will be
doing, as the gentleman from Alabama
knows because he has been part of our
initial efforts to get our support and
broaden our support here in the Con-
gress from the freshman Members, will
be concentrating on three things.

Madam Speaker; First will be to
serve as a clearinghouse to help the
chairman of committees to be their
best cheer leaders, Chairman FORD and
Chairman BROWN among them, when
they are talking about increased em-
phasis on children’s programs, to help
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives to get support, to whip for those
programs, to work in concert with our
chairmen, to work with the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] on the Select Committee on Chil-
dren, Youth, and Families, and to serve
as an arm, and ancillary leader, in
terms of congressional input.

Second, what we want to do is we
want to bring speakers, we want to
bring models, we want to bring new
ideas from across this country to
Washington, DC, and have them talk to
the Children's Working Group, have
them show us what is working in Ala-
bama, what is working in Hawaii, what
is working in Indiana, and throughout
the country so that we can take that
local idea and provide help, if needed,
at the Federal level.

Third, what we want to do with this
working group, the Children’s Working
Group, is to focus on, not a huge agen-
da for children, but just a few things.
Among them: health care concerns, im-
munization for measles and mumps
where we are running out of money in
the richest country in the world for
mumps and measles inoculations, pre-
ventable diseases. Third World coun-
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tries have wiped them out, yet we are
seeing a growth in those areas—and pa-
rental care.

Then the next issue for our concern
would be on education, that we try to
get in incremental levels full funding
for such programs as Head Start, where
again Democrats and Republicans
agree about the success of that pro-

gram.

I just want to say again that I am
very excited about the opportunities
that we have shown here with this spe-
cial order and with the Children's
Working Group that we have just for-
mulated from the impetus of the fresh-
men class, which has expanded to ap-
proximately 40 other Members. We
have about 80 people on that list now,
and we need help out there from the
rest of the country, from citizens, and
constituents and business leaders, to
help us with ideas.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I applaud
the work of the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER], and I will pledge to
him that I will motivate everybody
that I can motivate, both here in this
institution of Congress, as well as
those in Federal bureaus on the Hill,
because I think they are anxious to see
a group that focuses fairly clearly in a
sensible way on what is working in this
country. So, I think the programs that
the gentleman intends to bring to the
work group that I want to be a part of
is the kind of approach that we must
take, and I thank the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] for it.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CRAMER] and again salute
him for putting together this special
order which I am very proud to be a
part of.

Madam Speaker, | would like to commend
my colleague and friend, Mr. CRAMER of Ala-
bama, for bringing us together today to talk
about the solution to every problem facing our
Nation today: our children. My colleague, one
of the best and brightest Members of the
freshman class, is aware that by investing in
our young people, we are investing in Amer-
ica, and securing our future as a world leader.

Children’'s needs, as home, school, and
sometime in the workplace, seem to always
wind up on the back burner of our country's
agenda. Programs of enormous value that
save our taxpayers millions, if not billions of
dollars, are underfunded and ignored. Initia-
tives like prenatal care, universal immuniza-
tion, and Head Start are proven, long-term
benefits to the children that receive them, and
to society at large.

Many other ideas that do not require Fed-
eral dollars, but would enhance the lives of
American youth, have no forum. Localities
around the Nation seek guidance on how to
reform and energize their programs for young

Education, especially, needs our full atten-
tion now, and a permanent commitment to re-
form, improve, and expand equality, excel
lence, and ity.

Congress an obligation to assuage
these and many other needs; yet with so
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many commitiees having oversight over so
many programs, the process often gets
bogged down and our children suffer.

Therefore, | am proposing that we establish
a new legislative service organization: the
Congressional Children’s Working Group.

Its purpose would be threefold:

To support the creation of intelligent legisia-
tion designed to enhance the lives of children,
especially in the areas of health, education,
and training;

To identify successful children’s programs
around the country and use them as models
for other communities in need of similar ap-
proaches; and

To coordinate with congressional commit-
tees, and outside advocates, the focus and
extent of children's programs within the Fed-
eral Government and around the Nation to ex-
pand the successes, combine or coordinate
duplicative services, ensure that funding is
being used wisely, and act as a think tank and
clearinghouse for general and specific infor-
mation on what is available for children, their
parents, their teachers, and their advocates.

Clearly, there is a demonstrated need for
such an organization.

Virtually every Member of Congress will
agree that our children are our greatest na-
tional resource, and should be an asset that
we jealously guard and nurture. Yet, from the
years 1987 to 1988, spending on children by
the Federal Government has actually de-
creased by 4 percent.

For a while this year, it seemed that con-
gressional desire to address the needs of our
children—their health, their housing, their gen-
eral welfare, and especially their education—
had never been greater. But like many other
issues, the interest flashes and wanes on an
almost daily basis.

Madam Speaker, the ultimate purpose of
this working group is to institutionalize children
as a main priority of the Congress. These pri-
orities cover vast areas of jurisdiction; so
many congressional committees must cover
thousands of programs. Tens of thousands of
private programs around the Nation are strug-
gling to make a better life for America’s next
generation; many are succeeding, but some
are not.

Our children, through Congress, would real-
ize endless benefits with a legislative service
organization dedicated to finding the best and
brightest of these works at the State and local
level, and proposing ways to expand them to
other localities, or, where appropriate, on a
nationwide basis.

The Children’s Working Group would also
support efforts to create new, intelligent legis-
lation, factoring in the budget shortfall, and de-
veloping new ways to expand educational,
health, and other programs without spending
huge new sums of money. This would include
nurturing the active involvement of the sector
which stands to benefit the most from our suc-
cess—American business. If Congress does
not address the shrinking skilled labor pool in
this country, American competitiveness is in
grave danger. We can help expedite partner-
ships between schools and businesses.

Madam Speaker, in just a few days the en-
tire membership of the House will be receiving
an invitation to join me and the other founding
members of the Congressional Children’s
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Working Group as part of this organization. In
order to assure the children of America that
Congress believes in them and their future, |
urge all of our colleagues to join us in dem-
onstrating our commitment to the youth of our
Nation.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say that as a prosecutor back in
Alabama in 1982 and 1983 I faced one of
the scariest subject matters that I
think any human being can face, much
less a prosecutor can face. I had seen
the worst of what one human being
would do to another as a prosecutor. I
have been in the courtroom prosecut-
ing people who had killed other people,
people who had maimed other people,
people who had raped other people, peo-
ple who had broken into other people’s
houses and stolen their property, but
never had I been ready to face those of-
fenders who would offend in the way
that I would see offend against chil-
dren.

I faced the enormous issue of child
sexual abuse. I took two boys into the
courtroom that were 5 and 7 years of
age in 1983. Those two boys had been
abused by their mother's boyfriend.
Those two boys had been abused in
such a way that one of the two would
need surgery that would correct the
damage that was done to him.

I was not prepared to interview those
children. I was not prepared to take
those children into the courtroom. I
was not prepared to help those children
deal with what they had been through
or to face down the line what they
would have to face as a consequence of
that kind of abuse. I realized right then
and there that the system that re-
sponds to children and families often
revictimizes children and families.

Those two boys shut down on me and
could not go into the courtroom. We
had to get a therapist from the commu-
nity to come in and teach me how to
talk to those two boys. In the process
the offender left our community and
went to Houston, TX. We were lucky
we caught him. A year later we
brought the boys back into court, but
we had to start all over again.

Mr. Speaker, I did not want to be a
part of a system that responded to chil-
dren in that way, so I set about to try
to correct the system. We looked
around the country for a program that
was working. We saw pieces of a pro-
gram in California, pieces of a program
at the Children’s National Medical
Center here in the D.C. area. We went
back to our community, and we rolled
up our shirt sleeves, and we put a pro-
gram together that made sense. We lo-
cated our program in a house in a
noninstitutional setting. We looked at
what we were doing to children, and we
saw that we were bouncing them from
one agency to another agency, that we
were making children come to us and
meet our needs. We decided we needed
to go to them and that we needed and
environment that we child and family
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focused, not an environment that was
institutional focused.

So, we started our program called the
Children's Advocacy Center Program.
We opened the doors to that program
in 1984. We had no idea that anybody in
this country would be interested in
that program. But within a year I got
a call from the State of Hawaii, from a
State legislator there named NEIL
ABERCROBIE, The State of Hawaii had
heard about our program through a
judges’ conference they had been to.
They had sent a judge to a judges’ con-
ference. Judge Michael Town took the
message of our program back to Ha-
waii, back to NEIL ABERCROMBIE, and
NEIL ABERCROMBIE called us and said,
“I want to draft a bill. I want my Sen-
ate committee to review a bill that
will start a similar program in Hono-
lulu and eventually for the entire State
of Hawaii.” So, we went to Hawaii in
January of 1985, and we testified before
NEIL ABERCROMBIE'S Senate committee.
Hawaii passed a bill that would fund
the first program that was replicated
after the Huntsville, AL, program, the
Hawaii Children's Advocacy Center
Program, and eventually the Rotary
Club there would join with them and
would provide the funding necessary to
open such a program.

Mr. Speaker, little did I know that I
would come to Congress in the new 102d
Congress and meet my colleague, the
gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE] who brings with him to Con-
gress the experience that we shared
back in Hawaii. I would like to yield to
my colleague from Hawaii and have
him address this issue from his per-
spective.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I thank the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER]
very much. He is much too kind in reec-
ommending our program in the sense
that I had much to do with it other
than to take advantage of the pioneer
work that he did.
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Many times on this floor accolades
are exchanged between one Member
and another, but in this particular in-
stance I want to say for the record that
it is absolutely clear that the gentle-
man's leadership, while a prosecutor in
Huntsville, AL, provided the very foun-
dation for what I hope will be and I
think we both hope will be a national
program. I am sure we are going to dis-
cuss at greater lengths some of the pro-
grams that have evolved since we got
together back in 1985, but I do want to
reiterate my high regard for the gen-
tleman and commend the people of
Alabama for having the foresight to
not only have the gentleman there
then but to have him here now, because
with the gentleman here, I am sure
that those of us who are advocates of
this program will be able to succeed.

What we did in Hawaii, as the gen-
tleman has indicated, was on a state-
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wide basis take the gentleman's pro-
gram, which was essentially locally
based, and use his experience and apply
it to general legislation. In effect, we
did two things: Some of this has been
alluded to, but it bears repeating, and
that is that we saw to it that children
were detraumatized.

I think the gentleman has already
described, at least in one particular
case, the kinds of situations that occur
in courts all across the country, that
ocecur in prosecuting attorneys’ offices
across the country, and that occur in
child welfare offices and children’s pro-
tective offices all across the country,
where young children are faced with
the most awful kind of abuse, sexual
abuse. Unimaginable catastrophe has
taken place in their personal lives, and
those of us who must then deal with it
professionally, ostensibly from a dis-
tance, try to remain separate from it
to keep ourselves from becoming per-
sonally involved, but we find ourselves
in turn in an almost impossible situa-
tion. How can we deal with such a situ-
ation legally, how can we deal with it
morally, and how can we deal with it
institutionally when the dimensions of
it are so utterly personal, so utterly
devastating?

The experience the gentleman had in
Huntsville showed us the way. We were
able to transpose that legislatively
into providing for the Children's Advo-
cacy Center in Honolulu and subse-
quently throughout the State of Ha-
waii. We located the responsibility fac-
tor in our judiciary. We have a rather
unique system in the State of Hawaii,
where our judiciary is in fact state-
wide, and we were able to coordinate it
in that fashion, I think perhaps a little
more easily than some other States
and localities might be able to do it.
But we were able to focus legislatively
on the question of detraumatizing the
child, the victim, and to concentrate
on increasing the likelihood of success
of prosecutions of the perpetrators.

In other words, I think the gen-
tleman will agree that we have an ideal
combination here. Whatever your ideo-
logical persuasion, whatever your po-
litical persuasion, we find here an op-
portunity to combine two very, very
important things: The capacity to see
that perpetrators are stopped from
committing the crimes against the
children, and the opportunity for the
victims of the crises, the children and
their families, to find counseling, to
find a way of dealing with the problem
that will better enable them to grow up
whole, to grow up with an opportunity
to increase their sense of self-esteem
and their sense of dignity.

The crucial factor here, then, it
seems, for us at the national level is to
take the experience that now is evolv-
ing or has evolved in more than 60 loca-
tions across the country to establish a
program, not a center at the center of
the government that will dictate to the
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local government what is should or
should not do with respect to the advo-
cacy of children who have been abused,
but rather to facilitate, to act as a
facilitator, to act as a catalyst for pro-
grams locally oriented that evolved
from local contexts. We can become a
catalyst for them in such a way as to
see to it that their program for
detraumatizing children and for seeing
to it that perpetrators are convicted
are able to advance themselves.

We hope to present legislation short-
ly, with the help of the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] and others who
have demonstrated their efforts, par-
ticularly members of the freshman
class, legislation which will advance
the possibility of assisting locales
throughout the country in creating
their own children’s advocacy centers.
The centers will be out there where
they are needed, at the local level. We
will merely act as a clearinghouse at
the national level to see to it that
grants are forthcoming and that help is
given in every way by virtue of con-
sultation with those who are knowl-
edgeable in the area.

I want to indicate in conclusion that
what we seek here is facilities such as
those the gentleman has mentioned
that are not court-based in the sense of
actually existing in building, a court
building or a district attorney’s office
or a defense attorney’s office, the kind
of atmosphere that might be intimidat-
ing to a child who has been victimized
by a sexual abuse or to family mem-
bers. On the contrary, the atmosphere
is one in which a home, an area of re-
treat, is possible.

This is very, very important, and I
think that when that kind of a situa-
tion is put forward, people can under-
stand that. They can relate to it in a
way that they can begin to comprehend
and deal with the awful reality associ-
ated with child sexual abuse. And in
those circumstances clubs like the Ro-
tary Club in Honolulu, which has done
such incredible work in this area, are
able to join in. I think that people who
are listening to our discussion across
the country will find that in their com-
munities there are people ready to
help, organizations ready to be helpful
and assist. What they need is direction.
What they need is a core of informa-
tion and direction that will enable
them to carry out what is their natural
desire to be helpful. So when you have
such a facility and when you have a
clear-cut program whose objectives are
very, very clear, then it is possible to
put together an advocacy center in
your community. We stand ready to be
helpful, and we hope our legislation
which will be forthcoming will provide
for exactly that.

So in conclusion, I want to commend
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER] again. I know he does not
need the accolades, and I know he does
not seek them, but I hope to join with
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him and with the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER] and all the rest of
the Members, particularly the mem-
bers of the freshman class. If we made
no other mark in this 102d Congress
than to have stood there for the chil-
dren and acted on their behalf and saw
to it that legislation was passed which
advanced their cause, then we would
have well served our purpose here in
the 102d Congress.

Along with the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER], I can assure the gen-
tleman that he will have our support,
and I will work with him, not just to
bring the program as we have it in Ha-
waii or for that matter elsewhere to
the rest of the country, but to bring
the opportunity to establish such a
program in any and all communities
across this great land.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Hawaii, and I
would like to engage him in a brief col-
loquy here.

I think we have both been aware re-
cently that we have been challenged by
the recent U.S. Advisory Committee
report that we on the Federal level
need to get our acts together. We know
that the Children’s Advocacy Center
programs make sense at the local level.
They bring together a multidisci-
plinary field that needs to be together,
that often is not together, and without
a program like that to bring the focus
or the focal point, those people are not
going to get together. Those people are
prosecutors that need to work side-by-
side with medical personnel, with so-
cial workers, of course, with law en-
forcement detectives, and with other
service providers there from the com-
munity that often make children go
from one location to another location,
and then to still another location. We
work together out of that facility, not
just for the sake of prosecution, though
prosecution is very important, but we
work together out of those facilities in
order to review cases, in order to pro-
vide an environment that makes sense
to the children and their families. So
rather than shutting them out of those
systems, we are opening ourselves to
more of those cases.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I think it is im-
portant for everyone to understand
that this is in fact multidisciplinary.
The most difficult part in putting the
legislation together was not in seeing
that it got passed. I think you will find
legislators are ready to aid and assist
in this regard. The difficulty was in
making clear to the prosecutor, mak-
ing clear to the police department,
making clear to the child protective
agency, making clear to the witness
and victim programs that exist in
many areas, making clear to each of
these individuals and institutions,
which have a certain degree of respon-
sibility in this area, that by working
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together, all of their causes would be
advanced, all of the interests for which
they exist would be advanced.

Most fundamentally, the taxpayer is
able to see a coordinated effort on be-
half of the children made with public
dollars, as well as those from the pri-
vate and nonprofit sector, in a manner
which advances the capacity for all of
us to see to it that those children do
not have to go through the kind of sit-
uation which ends up with them fur-
ther traumatized than they already
are, further degraded than they already
have been, and the likelihood of per-
petrators actually being able to get
away with it, actually being able to do
it over again, and not receiving any
help to the degree they are capable of
receiving help. Because the system it-
self, minus this approach, actually
works against the interests of the child
and against the interests of law en-
forcement.

Mr. CRAMER. As we redefine this
system, this system makes more sense
to those children and family members.

One of the most rewarding experi-
ences of my career as a then prosecutor
was bringing a then 16-year-old child
that I had taken into court when she
was 12 years of age, when we did not
have a child's advocacy center pro-
gram, and bringing her back at age 16
and taking her to the center, this neat
house in Huntsville, AL, and letting
her walk through. I heard her say, ‘‘Mr.
CRAMER, I wish we had a program like
this when I went through what I had to
go through. This program makes
sense.”

Do you know what she went on to
tell me? She said, “The thing I never
understood is why you people wouldn't
talk to one another, why you people
wouldn't communicate with one an-
other. Evey time I would go see some-
one else, I would have to tell my story
all over again.”

She lost confidence in us as profes-
sionals representing institutions, and
she lost confidence in the system that
was trying to help her, but yet was
revictimizing her.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. We become so
concentrated on our own responsibility
and our own areas of competence, if
you will, that we have excluded others,
or are even suspicious they may be try-
ing to intrude in our territory.

We may be properly concerned that
cooperation with someone else or an-
other institution or another entity in
law enforcement will harm the case in
some way, will prevent us from carry-
ing out our duties in some way.

What gets lost in all of this is the
child. The child’s needs are lost. The
child becomes a grist for the mill of bu-
reaucratic grinding as opposed to the
focus and center of the activity of any
institution or entity which is dealing
with the area.

S0 not only do I agree, but I want to
reemphasize, for those who would be
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thinking about trying to join with us
in this cause of children. Make sure
that we do not focus so much on the
adults, and make sure that the adults
do not act like the children that they
think they are serving, so that they
fail to recognize that the only way to
make this work is to have it on a mul-
tidisciplinary level and a cooperative
level.

Everyone's rights are protected. The
children’s rights in particular are pro-
tected. The rights of society to be free
of this kind of criminality is protected.

Mr. CRAMER. I would like to back
up here and tell the gentleman that
after the call from the Hawaii program
and after we visited you and helped you
pass the legislation that would start
your program there, to our amazement
communities responded to these pro-
grams. They visited Huntsville, they
visited Honolulu. They wanted to know
more. Then they replicated the pro-
grams.

In some instances they adapted them
and had components that we did not
even have in our programs. That is im-
portant.

Mr. Speaker, we now have a network
of more than 70 programs around the
country that have replicated these pro-
grams and have built on these pro-
grams. As you know, we have had
groups come into Huntsville, because
we have an annual symposium there,
because an important part of what we
must do is to continue to train one an-
other, to continue to see that we spe-
cialize, so that we know the best tech-
niques to use with children and fami-
lies, so that we keep up with those.

But I think it has been amazing for
me to see in Huntsville, AL, there on a
local level, there in a community of
150,000 people, we have been able to do
something that makes sense and some-
thing that other communities could
learn from as well.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. This is the
great advantage of the program that
we are proposing, because those who
may not have it in their communities
right now will be able to talk with peo-
ple just like them. They will be able to
see people who had to come to grips
with problems, just as they have those
problems.

This is not something that is going
to be coming from the top down. This
is not something that is going to be
dictated from some Federal center as
such. What this is is an opportunity
when the legislation is completed to
have the advantage of being able to
consult with people who are dealing
with the same problems you are, at the
same level that you are, and to gain
the benefit of their experience.

Judy Lind, our tremendous director
out in Hawaii, for example, would be
available. Of course, I know she knows
I am volunteering her. She would be
available. Individuals at the other pro-
grams, the almost 70 programs now,
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would be available to consult with
other people, come to their towns and
give them the advantage of their expe-
rience.

So I think we would find here not
only is this a facility-based program
that makes sense, but it is also an ex-
perience-based program that makes
sense at the community level.

Mr. CRAMER. I think this proves
that one-stop shopping services for
children and families is a concept that
makes sense. In the Select Committee
on Children, Youth, and Families, we
have heard during a number of hear-
ings that speak to infant mortality is-
sues, that speak to all kinds of issues
that impact youth, that what we must
do is to bring services into the commu-
nities. That is exactly what these
kinds of programs do.

I would like to involve the gentleman
from central Florida [Mr. BACCHUS] in
this discussion. I know that as a fellow
new Member of Congress, the gen-
tleman has evidenced a lot of interest
in programs and innovative techniques
that impact the children and youth of
today.

I would like to challenge the gen-
tleman to join with us in this colloquy
and to add to it.

Mr. BACCHUS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER].

Mr. Speaker, I came here to join this
special order that the gentleman has
organized because of my enthusiasm
for his leadership on this issue. I hope
that the constituents of the gentleman
in Alabama and those of the gentleman
from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE], know
how hard they are working to help
children and how committed they are.
I think they do know this is a commit-
ment that long preceded the service in
Congress by either of these gentlemen.

I, too, have long been involved in
children's issues. I became a member of
the Florida Center for Children and
Youth Board of Directors in 1976, be-
fore I was even married, much less a
parent. I helped organize the Citizens
Commission for Children in Orange
County back when I was a community
activist, before I decided to run for
Congress. I, too, have been involved in
these issues. I have been trying to
work at the grassroots for change.

As the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER] and the gentleman from Ha-
waii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] both know, I
do what we call Citizen Saturdays. I go
out on most Saturdays and take groups
of people with me to do different kinds
of community service.

Oftentimes my Citizen Saturdays in-
volve children and children’s issues.
My very first Citizen Saturday 2 years
ago was in the homeless shelter run by
the Coalition for the Homeless in Or-
lando. I saw there that most of the
homeless in our community are in fact
children.

For the past two Christmas Eves my
family and I have gone to the homeless
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shelter in Orlando and seen those chil-
dren line up for what toys are available
and what meals can be found.

On another of my Citizen Saturdays I
took a group of friends with me and we
went to a shelter in Satellite Beach
over on the coast of Florida. The shel-
ter is just two blocks from the beach.
It is a shelter for some preschoolers
who are victims of sexual and other
kinds of child abuse.

We took those children, about a
dozen of them, to the beach on a Satur-
day. We had a good time. I was struck
by the fact that even though those
children live just two blocks from the
beach in that shelter, even though they
were children from Florida who lived
in a coastal community, most of them
had never been to the beach.

Also I have worked at a place called
the Space Coast Early Intervention
Center in Melbourne. There is a won-
derful woman who runs that center
named Betsy Farmer. Her young boy
had Down'’s syndrome. She found when
it was time for him to go to school,
there was no way to mainstream him,
because there were no services in our
county that enabled those children to
be taught in a way that would help
them to be mainstreamed. So she found
this center.

I went over and volunteered to work
with her and her son and the other
children there. She has been able to
mainstream children into the public
schools through her hard work and her
love for those children. Yet we do not
have the State, local, or Federal re-
sources needed to make it possible for
more of those children to have the
chance that they deserve.
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A few Saturdays ago I was again in
Brevard County on the coast. We vol-
unteered in the public health depart-
ment to help bring out young children
so that they could be vaccinated
against dreaded childhood diseases.

It is a shame that in this country our
rates of diseases such as polio are going
up. We thought we had long since abol-
ished those diseases, but because of
cutbacks at the Federal level we see
that many of these indigent children
and others do not have the vaccina-
tions that they need. The children were
lining up for these vaccinations.

I have also been at the Head Start
centers in central Florida. In Osceola
County just south of Orlando, I brought
together several hundred people on a
Saturday last fall and we were able,
through our efforts, to expand and ren-
ovate a Head Start center so that a
couple dozens more children could go
to that Head Start Program. I worked
there, and I met a number of those
children.

Many of them there in the shadow of
Disney World nevertheless live in trail-
ers with no running water and no elec-
tricity. Many of them do not have any
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language skills at all, when they get to
the Head Start Program. By that I do
not mean that they speak a foreign
language. I mean that they are 4 and 5
years old and they have been so ne-
glected, so ignored that they do not
know how to talk. Many of them have
never sat down at a table to eat until
they get to the Head Start center.

We do not know what we are doing to
our children in America. We do not
know what kind of a whirlwind we will
reap because we are ignoring and ne-
glecting them.

I wanted to be here to congratulate
my colleague, the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CRAMER], for his leadership,
because I know of his conviction and I
know of his faith in this country and
this Congress. And I know that he
knows that we rebuild our democracy
from the grassroots up if we care for
and tend to the needs of our children.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Florida. I know that
he would share with us that Members
of our freshman class have challenged
one another and have joined together
to form a children's caucus that we
hope will bring programs to the atten-
tion of the Congress itself, programs
that come from the local level, mes-
sages that come from the local level so
that we do not just enhance the bu-
reaucracy that responds to children
and families but that we pass on as a
clearinghouse programs back to the
local communities that make sense.
That is what we should be doing.

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Speaker, that is
right. We need to preserve the latitude
for local people to make local deci-
sions. I am persuaded that those folks
that are running the Head Start Pro-
grams and child nutrition programs
and abuse programs in my district
know what to do. They simply need the
resources and the flexibility to do it.

That is what we need to do. We need
to organize our children’s caucus, and
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER] and the gentleman from Ha-
waii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] and
others and as members of our freshman
class, I am proud to come together on
this issue above all others. We disagree
on some things but on this we do agree.

There is no future for America unless
there is a future for our children. We
cannot, any of us, be truly free unless
each of our children has a chance to be
free. This should be the birthright of
all Americans.

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentleman
for his time today.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to further
indicate that the National Network of
Children’s Advocacy Centers has for-
malized itself. We are now a member-
ship organization. We have united the
70 programs from around the country.
What we want to do is help other com-
munities that want to establish similar
programs.
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Every community in this country is
responding to cases of child abuse, the
frightening cases of child sexual abuse.

We want to believe that those kind of
offenders do not exist and, if they do
exist, that they exist in someone else’s
community. But they exist in every
community in this country.

In Huntsville we have had thousands
of people come in to wvisit, to photo-
graph, to measure the little house that
we work out of there so that they can
take that message back to their com-
munities.

We on the Federal level must help
the local levels. We have here in Wash-
ington this week some 15 representa-
tives from programs around this coun-
try. What we are doing with our col-
leagues from around the country is
making them familiar with what Con-
gress can do to help, making them fa-
miliar with what the Federal Govern-
ment can do to read out and provide
the kind of helping hand, but at the
same time without a helping hand that
creates a bureaucracy that ends up
being our own worst enemy.

I think at the ninth annual hearing
in Denver, the message could not be
brought clearer to those of us that
need to be responding to this problem
than it was by the former Miss Amer-
ica, Marilyn Van Derbur Adler. She
spoke powerfully in Denver as the vic-
tim of incest. She spoke powerfully
with a message that was confused but a
message that was clear, a message that
said, we must pay attention to this
problem, a message that said we must
get our acts together and we must pro-
vide a helping hand.

She had turned for help and she was
not believed and she suffered with this
victimization for a long, long time.

What we see now is programs that
make sense, programs whose message
should be made clear to the rest of this
country.

I am pleased to join today to bring
this very important message to the
Congress, pleased to speak on behalf of
the National Network of Children’s ad-
vocacy Centers around this country,
pleased to join my fellow colleagues,
mainly in the freshman class in Con-
gress, who have adopted issues that im-
pact children and families as our spe-
cial issues, issues that are the best eco-
nomic growth issues that we can be in-
volved in.

We want to see something done, but
we want to see it done clearly.

ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoLl). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, this is an unexpectedly early
day so I am going to take advantage of
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it to touch on several subjects this
afternoon, issues that America may
not be aware of.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to continue
to speak out until the House leadership
changes this undignified and, as our
British Parliamentarians would say,
unseemly rule of panning this Chamber
with our six cameras to show an empty
House, which is deceitfully misleading
as to the reach of the voice of the
Members that just had an interesting
special order on child abuse. This pro-
cedure goes back to two Speakers ago,
when our distinguished friend and
former Speaker Tip O’Neill got into
kind of a personal quarrel with some of
the Republican Members who were
making special orders every day.

The battle for Nicaragua's freedom
was going on, as well as other issues,
and Tip decided panning an empty
Chamber would discourage people from
listening. The rules of the House say
that I must direct all of my remarks
through the Speaker, and I accept the
rules of the House. It adds a note of de-
corum and dignity here.

However, Mr. Speaker, we both know
that 1%2 million people are listening to
the proceedings of this Chamber.
Maybe the quality of the preceding spe-
cial order, as important as it was, was
not exciting enough for some bozos in
this country that they turned off C-
SPAN.

‘‘Bozos' is a term that Ted Turner,
who has caused a communications ex-
plosion in this country, uses. Another
term is C-SPAN junkies or groupies, a
demeaning term.

Mr. Speaker, I think we both agree,
as would most Members in this House,
that those citizens who take the time
to watch C-SPAN and watch the con-
duct of the Senators, are anything but
bozos or groupies.

Such a citizen is a concerned citizen,
a person who wants to understand how
his Government is functioning and
where his tax dollars are going.

When we have l-minutes at the be-
ginning of the day. To the new con-
cerned citizens watching us on C-
SPAN, those 1-minutes are something
they do not have in the Senate where
they have unlimited time to speak. In
the House these 1-minute speeches are
a form of a steam valve to release pres-
sure. Both sides of the aisle come to
these lecterns in this great well of the
world’s most important parliamentary
body and sound off, hopefully with
some passion, hopefully with a lot of
coherence and clarity.

There was a big battle this morning
as to whether or not the President had
used the word ‘‘garbage’” in a very
loose kind of general way about bills he
was going to veto or whether he spe-
cifically applied it to an unemploy-
ment bill and unemployed people,
which is not true. But there was a fero-
cious give and take here.

At the end, and I took a head count,
there were eight Members on the floor.
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Yet, the cameras were not panning the
Chamber, Mr. Speaker, and showing
that there were only eight Members
here.

We all know there are another 300 or
400 Members listening to those 1-
minute speeches on the television sets
in their office.
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Ted Turner himself wired this Hill to
his CNN and then to 24-hour news and
C-SPAN. This public service, nonprofit
operation is sending my voice and your
image, Mr. Speaker, at this minute to
Guam, where it is almost tomorrow,
just after 4 o’clock in the morning, and
to Hawaii, where it is only 9:20 in the
morning, and to California, where it is
11:20. It goes all over. And on those 1-
minute speeches, the cameras stay fo-
cused on the Democrat lectern and the
Republic lectern. It has some dignity.
You see, that man or woman is speak-
ing to many people, about 1% million if
you include the electronic technology.

It is rare that we ever have more
than 10, 20, 30 people on the floor dur-
ing debate. I remember when former
President Richard Nixon was a House
member and spoke about Alger Hiss.
He filled the Chamber. Every seat.
That is a rare historical happenstance
and comes along once in a generation.

Sometimes when we are trapped at
night, at the end of a session, right be-
fore Thanksgiving or Christmas and
the Members have nowhere else to go
but the dining room, they come up
here, and you may get 300 to 400 Mem-
bers in the Chamber. That is very rare.

But during the legislative day, the
average is maybe 20 Members. We do
not demean the legislative process, Mr.
Speaker, by panning the Chamber and
showing there are only 20 people, and
many of them not even listening to the
particular debate on the House floor.
The gavel has not come down. The
House of Representatives of this 102d
Congress is in session right now. But
only at this period, when Members
take advantage of 5, 10 minutes or 1-
hour special orders to also let off some
steam, but also to try to expand on a
theme in depth, only at this time do
these cameras rudely and deceptively
pan what is an empty Chamber.

We are not allowed to refer to the
gallery, Mr. Speaker, but I think I can
make a technical reference as to the
number of people in the gallery, which
is about 56 people. The press gallery is
empty. There are 56 good Americans
that came to Washington, DC, to come
inside this Chamber, follow the course
of the events and history here. When
they are home, even in an old, terry
cloth robe, with their second cup of
coffee in the great State of Hawaii
where it is 9:23 in the morning, they
are availing themselves without an air-
line ticket, or a heavy amount of road
traffic and travel, of the privilege to sit
in this gallery, electronically, and lis-
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ten to my words and watch the course
of this House.

So to the American people, I say
again, Mr., Speaker, through you, stop
calling my office and saying you hated
it or you loved what I said, but that
you felt sorry for me because nobody
was listening, because 1%2 million peo-
ple have joined the 56 people in the gal-
lery, and our tremendous reporters and
staffers here to listen to whatever
takes place in these special orders. A
million and a half, and it is a growing
audience. Every time, and thank God
that housing starts are up, every time
a new subdivision is built anywhere in
this country, from Maine to Guam,
from Alaska to Puerto Rico or the Vir-
gin Islands, they are wired imme-
diately for cable television. And if you
have a good system, C-SPAN is there.

Amazingly, of the 4,000-some systems
across this country, the overwhelming
majority carry C-SPAN 1. That is the
House of Representatives. It drops off
to only about 800 out of 4,000 that get
C-SPAN 2, which is the Senate. Maybe
they should go to the House rules, have
1-minute speeches, special orders, a 5-
minute limitation, with a required po-
lite asking of extensions. Maybe if they
had a shorter, more terse debate over
there on legislation, more cable sys-
tems across the country would add C-
SPAN 2.

Enough of the prolog. I am going to
do it every time I speak, hopefully I
will make it a little shorter next time.

Now I am going to discuss for the
first time not two subjects, which I
have done rarely, but call it seven sub-
jects. Pull up your socks. As Bette
Davis would say, ‘“Tighten your safety
belts. You're in for a bumpy ride.”

No. 1, Kimberly Bergalis. I met with
her this morning in a colleague's of-
fice, Mr. DANNEMEYER, and I am telling
you, tears came to my eyes. My throat
closed because I was in the presence of
a saint. This young lady from Florida
who is close to death from AIDS, is a
young saint. I felt like I was in the
presence of Mother Teresa, and any-
body who has met that lady knows
they are in the presence of somebody
very spiritual, or a word we do not use
too much these days, very holy. She is
a very holy person.

I said “Kimberly,” as I choked past
what Ronald Reagan used to call the
golf ball in your throat when you are
emotionally moved, I choked back the
words, ‘““God bless you. You have not
wasted your time here speaking for 20
seconds, or maybe half a minute,” in
front of the Health Subcommittee, Mr.
WAXMAN's subcommittee.

I had a reporter come up to me in the
hall after she had gone in her wheel-
chair up one floor to Mr. DANNEMEYER'S
office, and he said, ‘*Well, all this trav-
el, that long train trip for 20 seconds?”
I reminded this press person that Abra-
ham Lincoln only used 266 words in the
Gettysburg Address. It is the impact of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

your message, not the length of your
discourse. And her image on television
across this Nation tonight is going to
speak wonderfully, powerfully, for get-
ting as many people in this country as
we can logically get tested for this not
epidemic—that is the one thing that
Kimberly spoke improperly about, she
said epidemic—but pandemic. What is
the difference? An epidemic is in a
country or a geographic area, not too
broad. A pandemic means a worldwide
epidemic raging out of control. This
pandemic, with no cure in sight yet, is
going to kill tens of millions of people
in the Third World. And Kimberly sim-
ply says, ‘“‘Don’t let me die in vain.”

Her father was powerful and elo-
quent. I told Kimberly, “Your dad was
as vibrant and as clear as the Liberty
Bell.” I said, “We know that's cracked.
I hope this process around here does
not crack him because he’s fighting for
his daughter.”

I met her two beautiful sisters. Both
looked up to Kimberly. One was in her
twenties, or maybe only 18 or 19. I said,
“Is this your first time to Washington,

Kimberly?”’ *“Yes.” “Your first trip,
too,”” to her sisters, her siblings.
I(Yes'!I ‘iYeB.'I

I said it sure is a bad circumstance to
come up here. It is a beautiful city to
visit, this great Federal Capital, and
look at all of the great history that
went before us in creating this great
free country that is the beacon of free-
dom for the whole world. And she said
they were going to stay a few days, and
they hoped to get to the National His-
tory Museum and to see the Hope dia-
mond and the dinosaurs, and I said not
to forget the Air and Space Museum.
That is not for men and young boys
only. There’s a lot of great history of
women pilots over there and astro-
nauts.

So it is sad, is it not, to think of the
family, the Bergalis family coming to
this town. And let me mention the
Driscolls and Mrs. Webb who sat there
giving brilliant testimony. And I think
it was falling on deaf ears in some
cases.

The CDC, Centers, that is because
there are six of them, Centers for Dis-
ease Control down in Atlanta does not,
at this moment in time, know how
Kimberly Bergalis was infected with
the AIDS virus.

Let me tell you something I learned
as a Member of Congress. There is a
fingerprint, an identification to every-
one's personal HIV, humanoimmuno-
deficiency virus. Their own HI has a
fingerprint, and the fingerprint of this
dentist, Dr. Acer, who engaged in reck-
less conduct and infected five of his pa-
tients of his AIDS manifestation was
99.999 similar to that of Kimberly
Bergalis and the other four patients
who have contracted it. The CDC says
there is no doubt that Dr. Acer infected
these five patients.
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But we do not know how. If we do not
know how, then how can great doctors
with a tremendous record of surgery
and service like Dr. Koop be so cavalier
in claiming there is not a serious prob-
lem here? Well, in fairness to my friend
Dr. Koop, he has not been that cava-
lier. We have not heard from him in the
last few months.

But Mr. Bergalis, Kimberly’s father,
was quoting his statement of a few
yeas ago that the chances of getting it
from a health care worker, a nurse,
paramedic, doctor, were nil. Nil is a
synonym for nothing, no way, nada,
cannot happen. Well, it has happened.

If the CDC doesn’t know how Bergalis
contracted it, how do they know what
adequate precautions against trans-
mission are? Knowing that, how many
people would risk seeing a dentist they
knew was HIV positive? Don’'t people
have a right to make that decision for
themselves? And here is something
that mystifies me, and I told this to
the press this morning, and I may do
MacNeil-Lehrer this evening, because
they were calling right before I came
out here.

Here is what mystifies me: Doctors
and health care workers, all health
care workers, are at far more risk than
patients, far more risk. But instead of
them having to arrogantly say, ‘I want
all of these patients tested if I am
going to do anything that involves
blood or any invasive dental surgery,
body surgery, I want them all tested.
But I am not going to be tested.”

How much easier for doctors and
nurses and health care workers to pro-
tect themselves by saying, “We are
going to go first. Every one of us who
deals with any invasive procedures of
the human body, we are going to be
tested for the HIV virus. If we have
that virus, we are going to tell our pa-
tients even though we will lose a lot, if
not most, of our practice, because the
patients have the right to make that
call.” But having said that, then the
whole health operation in the United
States says, “But we do want all of
these patients to be tested for our pro-
tection, because we are more at jeop-
ardy, because we are always dealing
with disease or people who are tempo-
rarily or permanently unhealthy.” It is
a two-way street, and it redoubts to
the benefit of those most endangered,
and that is the people in the health-
care system.

So why is it that if you apply logic,
we have this resistance? It came up at
the hearings today in Mr. WAXMAN's
health committee. It is simply that
this is not being treated as a public
health problem, as a public health
menace: It is a political disease. That
is the way it is perceived.

Now, consider the certain death faced
by these five people who are at various
stages of the disease. Some of them
have not manifested anything yet. I
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can remember Kimberly Bergalis on
the cover of one of the newsmagazines
last year, a beautiful young woman in
the flower of her life, and within 3
months she was in a bed, and we were
all thinking she was going to be dead
before the spring was over. Yet the
summer has gone by; yesterday or
today was the first day of fall, and
Kimberly is still hanging on.

Do you know what her doctor, her
personal physician said? That she is
fighting and clinging to her life for
today, for the right to testify for a few
seconds this morning so that her death
is not in vain.

Compare the reaction of the Bergalis
case with the recent New York City
subway accident where a drugged-up
conductor caused the deaths of five
people.

After the New York incident, no one
came forward to say, “Look, this prob-
lem has only caused five deaths from
among the many millions and millions
of people who ride the subway every
year. Let’s not make too much of it.””
Yet that is exactly the attitude of
those, like Mr. WAXMAN, who downplay
this problem by pointing out how rare
it is. Thus, Mr. WAXMAN in his opening
remarks said, ‘‘There has been a report
of transmission of AIDS from a dentist
in Florida to five of his patients. There
have been no other such reports from
dentists, surgeons, doctors, or nurses
anywhere else in the world.” So what.
I could say the same about drugged-up
subway conductors killing five people.

Indeed, the chances of you being
killed by a drugged-up subway conduc-
tor in New York are far less than con-
tracting AIDS from Kimberly Bergalis’
dentist or any other health care work-
er. Yet in the case of the subway con-
ductor, there are charges being brought
against him and demands that drivers
be routinely tested for drug use. In the
case of Kimberly Bergalis there is
widespread sympathy for Kimberly, but
admonitions that we should not take
precautions against further trans-
mission. And you tell me this is not a
political disease?

When people step on a subway in New
York, they have the right to know that
the conductor is not using drugs. When
conducting medical operations, both
patients and doctors have a right to
know that HIV is not a factor.

I called CDC to get the latest figures.
Keep in mind that it is September 26,
September being a 30-day month, and
this month is already shot, so you can
add many more dead people to the fig-
ures I am about to give you as of Au-
gust 31, almost a month ago, the offi-
cial figure for AIDS deaths in America
is 116,734; gone to their judgment day,
116,734. Now, that figure is low by 10 to
20 percent. Dr. Koop told me that.

I am going to accept the low figure
though. I think it is more like 20 per-
cent low. Most medical people I talk to
think this figure is 20 percent low. But
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I will just take the 10, and 10 percent of
117,000 is another 17,000. So we are prob-
ably up to 134,000 dead people.

I had better give you a footnote on
why this figure is 10 or 20 percent low.
A lot of doctors, honorable men, par-
ticularly in the early phases of this
killer communicable venereal disease,
would take a person who died of pneu-
monia brought on by AIDS, and, in-
stead of putting the cause of death as
AIDS, said, “I am going to put down
the proximate cause of death as heart
attack, dementia, Kaposi’'s sarcoma,”
all sorts of other invasive cancers, bod-
ily failures, and pulmonary disease.
That went on for years before the
health community and the CDC, the
Federal Government said, ‘‘You are
hurting us statistically. You are crip-
pling us if you do not put down that
AIDS was the cause of the heart at-
tack, the cancer, the pulmonary dis-
ease or whatever else killed that per-
son."”

Kimberly Bergalis is not going to
say, ‘“Well, put down that it was lung
failure or something like that.” She
would say ‘“Put down it was this HIV
virus given to me by a dentist that
killed me.”

Madam Speaker, with 134,000 dead,
let me now get into the controversial
area of homosexuality that has made
this not a health problem but a public-
relations and political problem. But be-
fore I do, let me say that I think it is
a shame and a disgrace that more
Members do not apparently take the
time to educate themselves on this
issue. I visited the Louis Pasteur Clinic
in Paris, I have gone to the WHO, the
World Health Organization, in Geneva.
I do not know of any other Member
who have stood up and said, “I have
been there, too, BoB,"” when I say that
on the floor. I have squared the corner,
the Pan American Health Organization
here, the CDC in Atlanta, the NIH, just
20 minutes north of town. The last
time I looked at the guest book it was
President Bush, myself, and that is it.
No Senators, no Congressmen have
been 20 minutes north of town in Be-
thesda to get the real hardcore facts
and say, ‘‘Where are we going," and to
put to rest a lot of rumors that were
flying around 4 and 5 years ago.

When I made my comeback from Or-
ange County, having been a representa-
tive from Los Angeles County, I called
the Library of Congress, and asked
“How many Senators and Congressmen
have ever made a speech on AIDS? How
many people have had the word ‘AIDS’
come out of their mouth in this well?"”
Guess what the answer was. Zero,
Madam Speaker. Nobody had made the
speech.

So I called for Dr. Mason to come
over. Now he is the No. 1 man at the
health division of our biggest budg-
etary item, Health and Human Serv-
ices. He came over, and down in room
H-139, he briefed me and some other
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Members. Guess what just struck me
today. Today is the date, September 26,
6 years ago we got a briefing that
caused some of us not get our hair
curled, because we are too old, to lose
our hair over it.

I could not believe it. Former Con-
gresswoman Bobbi Fiedler was there;
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DANNEMEYER] was there. He had al-
ready been charged up, because 17 days
before that on September 9, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER], alone and unheralded, cleaned
up the blood supply in this country
which was contaminating all sorts of
innocent people, and I just do not mean
hemophiliacs who need to have fre-
quent blood or blood-substitute trans-
fusions; I mean totally innocent people
going in for every type of surgery.

One of my daughters had to get an
emergency transfusion of blood once
because of complications at birth and
postpartum bleeding. And if we had
known then what we know now, the
whole family would have had pints of
blood stacked up there in case this hap-
pened. As it was, we had to take a pint
out of the pool, and to this day we do
not know what the end result will be,
because this agony of waiting can go
on for 14 years, maybe longer. Again,
CDC does not know, NIH does not
know, Louis Pasteur Clinic in Paris
does not know, and Geneva does not
know. Nobody knows how long the in-
cubation period is.

So that cleaning up of the blood sup-
ply by Congressman WILLIAM DANNE-
MEYER of Fullerton, CA, was a heroic
deed for this country.

O 1440

Let me tell you what has happened
since this Member's first speech on this
killer, and so far incurable disease. By
the way, the CDC tells me off the
record, we never will find a cure. We
will only find, as with diabetes, an im-
munization that can hold off the on-
slaught of the ravages of the disease
and extend your life, but we are never
going to get this virus out of the T-
cells inside your body. It is always
going to be in there.

One of the men who received the
highest prize in medical science in
America—his name was Angus
McDougle or Angus McDonald or
Angus McDowell—a young lab doctor-
technician, he discovered how the virus
penetrates the T-cell. He won the high-
est science award for that, and there is
simply no way to get it out once it is
in there.

My wife called me. She said, ‘‘Turn
on the Oprah Winfrey show.”

I said, “It's not general fare in the
Republican cloakroom, honey.”

And she said, “Well, she has on these
doctors debating how you get AIDS and
here is a young mother on whose O.B.
doctor was infected with the AIDS
virus and did not tell her and delivered
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her baby. There were some complica-
tions, maybe an episiotomy or some-
thing, and there was a lot of blood. The
doctor had sores on his hand.

She asked him, ‘‘What are those
sores?” Before the birth, and he said,
**Oh, it’s a reaction to the sun."

He lied. It was Kaposi's Sarcoma. He
was manifesting ATDS and he delivered
her baby after he was advised by the
hospital to tell his patients.

Now, I did not know this, and I can-
not verify it, but my wife then told me
that on Oprah Winfrey yesterday they
said a baby does not develop anti-
bodies. So this mother does not know.
“I won't know for at least 3 years from
now if my little child born October 10
last year is going to have this HIV
virus.”

But, let me finish what happened 6
years ago today when I spoke, I got the
figures and I looked back. Anybody
who contracted AIDS between July 1
and New Year's Eve of 1985, which en-
compass that 6-year period, 6 years ago
when I was getting my first in-depth
briefing on AIDS from experts, 89 per-
cent of those people are dead. Every-
body who heard my voice and had just
been informed that they had AIDS or
the virus, 89 percent are dead.

Take July 1989, 4 years later, just 2
years ago. July 1, 1989, to December 31,
1989, in that period of time anybody
who was presented with their doctor’s
long, sad face, saying, “I'm sorry, but
you have AIDS,” 54 percent of those
people are dead.

As a matter of fact, you should know
this, most Members, about 98.9 percent,
have never let the word AIDS come out
of their mouth on this House floor. I
think the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] would be around No. 4
because he conducts the health bill on
the floor. But it is three Republicans
that have made a regular practice of
trying to alert the country to this kill-
er pandemic. That is the gentleman
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER], the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
and this Member here in the well.

Now, let us get the overall figure of
cases, because we know there may be
from 1 million to 2 million people in-
fected. I will take the low figure of 1
million Americans who are going to die
in the next decade or so. Of these peo-
ple, 117,000 dead is the low figure, the
figure of cases of which the high one
being 184,000 dead.

Now, let us go back to that low death
figure of 117,000. Take the low figure of
how many got the virus as homo-
sexuals or homosexuals/IV drug users.
That is 73 percent. You take 73 percent
of 134,000 deaths, that is 116 plus 10 per-
cent, and you get, rounded off, 98,000
dead people of a homosexual sexual ori-
entation, all males. I think there are
two cases of lesbians, avowed lesbians
who died of AIDS, and they got it
through drug transfer or prostitution
or something; 98,000 homosexuals, all of
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them young by any definition of the
word. I am not talking Jimmy Connors
young, fighting it out in the Tennis
Open at 39 years of age. I am talking
about teen-agers and most of them in
their late twenties.

How can anybody describe that life-
style as gay?

Do you know what I did, Madam
Speaker? I got our big dictionary here.
It has been on the House floor for over
20 years. This is what the copyright
says. It is Webster’s Third New Inter-
national Dictionary unabridged. You
cannot find the word homophobia in
here or homophobic or any of these
cute words that if you study the ety-
mology of the word, its phonic, graph-
ic, or semantic derivation, it does not
even make sense. But everybody knows
the word. The first phobia word you
learn is hydrophobia, when your dad or
your mom is trying to teach you to
swim. “‘Don’'t be afraid of the water.”
Hydrophobia.

What would homophobia mean if you
broke it down in an etymological
sense? It would mean fear of men, just
fear of homo—man.

How is your Bible these days? ‘‘Ecce
homo.” ‘““Here is the man.” As Judas
presents Jesus to the crowd calling for
his death.

Homophobia—not in here, folks, a
make-up word.

Gay is in here, though. As I remem-
ber, it was being used when I had a
daily television show in 1968.

By the way, here is homophonie,
sounding alike or being of the same
musical pitch. Homophobia would be
right before homophone—not here,
folks.

So we turn to the word gay. This il-
lustrative.

Gay—see if you this connotation of
this word when it used to be only an
adjective, thinking about 98,000 dead
homosexuals.

It says, “Excited and merry, mani-
festing or inclined to joyous exhibition
of content or pleasure (carefree chil-
dren).” They use the dictionary symbol
for putting in the word ‘‘gay."”

Gay. carefree children. That is a nice
phrase.

“A word of greeting, bright and live-
ly in appearance, gay, sunny meadows,
brilliant in color.”

Madam Speaker, I was on television
when they came up with this term. And
not everybody went along with this.
But Gore Vidal did. He said it was a
silly, ridiculous word, when they said,
“‘We want to be called gay."”

Do you know what I said 23 years
ago? That is a public relations move.
You are trying to tell young people
that you are more cheerful, more
mirthful, more happy than everybody
else. So we are supposed to stop having
gala balls, stop singing at Christmas
time, “Now we don our gay apparel.”
Bing Crosby records when they play, “I
could be happy, I could be gay, I sur-
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render dear,”’ and it goes on and on. I
once had a list of 20 songs that had the
legitimate adjective, ‘‘gay’’ in them,
where you would have to re-write the
song or you would be immersed in gay
laughter, take it any way you want, be-
cause of the double entendre.

No, this is not a gay lifestyle, and
those people in California under
Project Ten, which is a lie in the title.
Ten percent of this Nation is not homo-
sexual. The highest figure I have ever
heard is from hero Doctor NIH Tony
Fauci, who said 5 percent and he made
the mistake of hiring a lot of homo-
sexual people to drive this as a politi-
cal disease. George Bush mentioned
him in his bit debate with Dukakis
when Dukakis could not come up with
a hero because his only hero seemed to
be himself. Finally he came up with
Jonas Salk, who conquered polio. It
was a long time ago. Bush came right
back with a serve right down his
throat, among many heroes, and he
mentioned a lot, including generic cat-
egories like police, doctors and others,
he mentioned Tony Fauci, and 1 was
whispering to the future Secretary of
Commerce, ‘‘Come on, George, mention
Tony Fauei,” and he could not think of
his first name but he said Dr. Fauci at
NIH.

Yes, he is a hero, but he is also one of
those who I am sad to say has let this
be driven as a political disease instead
of a public health issue, although he
has also pushed it as that.

So much for gay in the dictionary,
abused, turned from an adjective into a
noun describing a self-conscious, self-
denying, and in many cases a self-
hating lifestyle.

What person can claim that they are
a healthy person, mentally and phys-
ically, if they get their kicks going to
men’s johns, like at the Washington
Monument, or I stumbled on a scene
across from the beautiful Willard Hotel
in a little park dedicated to my father
and other veterans of World War 1.
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And there is, let me use, Madam
Speaker, distinguished language here,
a liaison dangerieux, and that is reck-
less sex in the commode, with strang-
ers.

What kind of a person is that? Well,
that is the gay life style, to hit on
strangers in public latrines from our
football stadiums to our public parks.

I remember one time up here at a
Greenbelt park one of the policemen
told me, ‘‘They are scaring the horses,
they are scaring the children, rustling
in the bushes, and not even using the
bushes sometimes.”” They are going to
have to enforce the law in that park, in
Greenbelt, MD, just along the strange
beltway that circles this city.

That is the end of that subject. Be-
cause of Kimberly, meeting that little
saint this morning, I will suspend and
yield. I see we have a message from the
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President of the other distinguished
Chamber, and then I will come back to
Members of Congress kiting checks. We
have to go back to the dictionary for
the word “‘kite” on that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN] has 24 minutes re-
maining. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank
the Speaker. I will try to break that
down into four 6-minute segments.

¥ G" CHECKS

Madam Speaker, there is a media
firestorm, that means it is in every
newspaper across the country and all
over television and the radio sets;
there is a fireStorm about Members of
this Congress bouncing checks. Well,
that is the wrong word. Here is the cor-
rect word: ‘“‘kite.” Now, I have in the
unabridged dictionary here, I find out
that “kiting” is two separate words,
one we all know where we play with
kites as children.

Now, a totally separate word, word
No. 2, same spelling, k-i-t-e, pro-
nounced the same way, and here is defi-
nition No. 1 of this second use of the
word “‘kite'’: ‘“to get money or credit
by kite, specifically: to create a false
bank balance by manipulating bank ac-
counts.” Well, Madam Speaker, let us
get our language straight here. Up in
Wall Street, where some people are
now in jail, they use a very cute word,
a French word, arbitrage, which is a
shell game, moving money around, try-
ing to draw interest on it here or there.
The truth is that if they released all of
our statements and gave them all to
the press, nobody would show that they
bounced a check. Because if somebody
writes a bad check to the dry clean-
ers—and we are not talking about
those kinds of checks—and he came
back, they would hold it for him. So it
would not be bounced back to the dry
cleaners and embarrass a Member.
What we are talking mainly about here
is cashed checks written downstairs
mid-month for $1,000 and 24 people have
done it 8 months in a row. You see,
they are kiting the check. It is held, it
creates a false bank balance, it shows
they have got money in the bank, but
here is a $1,000 check waiting to be paid
off. So, what happens is when their
paycheck comes in to the Sergeant at
Arms Office at the end of the month—
and the Speaker was correct in this
well when he said it is not a real bank,
more of a financial service, because
they do not invest money and it does
not operate at a profit or make loans
for cars—they take all those $1,000
checks out of that paycheck.

What happens? The paycheck is con-
siderably degraded and brought down
by paying off these debits that have
been held there. So, that particular
Member, 24 particular Members, are be-
ginning their month with a short pay-
check. So, within a few days they are
looking for money again.
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Can you imagine somebody voting on
the budget of the United States with a
multitrillion-dollar debt, a budget in
next year's fiscal year? Fiscal year 1993
will be on us shortly. We are working
on the 1992 budget with a deadline of 4
days from now, and it looks like we are
not going to make it, as usual. We only
made it once in the last 20 years.

To have Members signing off on that
budget, putting in bills, trying to bust
the October budget agreement, which I
am proud to have voted against, and
running out of money by the 10th of
the month and kiting checks around is
simply irresponsible. Let me tell you
something: I have never met a better
group of people and public servants
than these people who work in the Ser-
geant-at-Arms operation. As I have
said in this well so many times, these
reporters of official debate, our staff on
this floor, are some of the hardest
working people I have seen in any busi-
ness, let alone Federal Government,
and the same goes for all the good peo-
ple who are hired by the majority, not
by my party. This is a freebie com-
pliment here. They are great people.
They do this because they are given no
choice.

When I asked the Speaker, standing
in that well, to get a letter for those of
us who have never floated, kited, or
bounced a rubber check in 15 years, he
said he did not think that was nec-
essary. Well, I do think it is necessary
because there is a press firestorm.
They said, ‘“We will give you all your
statements.” Well, I am not going to
walk around with 2 years of statements
bulging in my coat pocket and have
some press person say, ‘‘Well, what
about 3 years ago? Is that why you
have only gone 2 years back'? Well, I
am sure we are not going to carry 15
times 12 numbers of statements around
in our pockets. I want a letter, and
that issue is unresolved. I am going to
get one from the Sergeant-at-Arms
that says this Member has never kited
a check.

Now, Madam Speaker, on to a far
more important subject. But this prob-
lem will soon be resolved by discipline,
although I feel, knowing the nature of
the way things leak out of this city,
that eventually everything leaks out
that is down in print. Somebody is
going to go for a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act—by the way, we have made
ourselves exempt from this act in Con-
gress. Not I, I wish to add. But a major-
ity of this House, 217 plus 1, at some
point said that we will not subject our
records to the Freedom of Information
Act. But is the GAO, the General Ac-
counting Office, answerable only to the
Congress? Or is the executive branch?
Because we have run Freedom of Infor-
mation on the FBI, the CIA, the White
House, on Presidents' diaries, just
about anything, but not us up here.

It remains to be seen how this is
going to be done by the news media,
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but they are hot on the trail, and I pre-
dict that someday you are going to see
the names of all the people who kited
checks here for years, big ones, printed
in the newspapers, and I wonder if peo-
ple other than the C-SPAN concerned
citizens who watch this floor, Madam
Speaker, will notice it—I wonder if it is
going to have any fallout in the 1992
election.
INTERCEPTED COMMUNICATIONS

But now we come to a congressional
scandal that is far worse. Here is a let-
ter that I wrote that I chose not to
sign, to the President, because I am
honored to be one of seven Republicans
on the Intelligence Committee. But,
because it is a sensitive committee as-
signment, I cannot sign this letter.

However, I will tell you that I would
sign it if I had not spent the last 2%
years on the Intelligence Committee:

Dear Mr. President: Serious allegations
have been raised regarding contacts between
Members of Congress and members of the
staff with officials of the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment during the period of the Sandinista
dictatorship.

I would have put in ‘“‘Communist
Sandinista dictatorship’ because com-
munism is a dirty word now and a few
Members did not think it was all that
bad until the collapse of communism.
With the Berlin Wall not yet 2 years
ago, November 9, right on through the
amazing events in August 1991.

The allegations outlined in the December
15, 1991, edition of the New York Times and
further detail in testimony for former CIA
Latin American task force chief Alan D.
Fiers before the Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence stated there were intercepted
communications between officiale of the
Sandinista Government and several Members
of Congress, members of their staffs, and
others.

What does ‘‘others’” mean? By the
way, nobody was listening in on Mem-
bers of Congress. They were listening
in on the commie dictator staff up here
at the Nicaraguan Embassy run by
Communists. Lo and behold, we find
Communists—I mean we find Members
of Congress calling these Communists
and calling down to Managua on open
phone lines. Amazing.

“These communications allegedly'—Let
me tell you, I have heard about these for 4
years now, and I think ‘“allegedly’ is just
being gentlemanly.

‘“These communications allegedly suggest
that these individuals have provided im-
proper advice,” that is a given, as far as this
Member is concerned, “and/or engaged in
possibly illegal activities with the Soviet-
backed Communist Sandinistas.”

Remember, that was one of the octo-
pus limbs of Mother Russia: Nicaragua,
Cuba, Angola, Afghanistan—Kkilling 1
million people in Afghanistan during
this time period. Same people.

Marcus Wolf, head of the East Ger-
man secret police, crushed East Ger-
many and ran the spy operation in An-
gola and in Nicaragua and taught the
local Communists, the indigenous peo-
ple, how to do it themselves.
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Back to this letter, final paragraph:

These allegations are so severe and poten-
tially so damaging to national security and
to the reputation of the House of Represent-
atives,
far more damaging to our reputation
than a couple of dozen people kiting
checks,
that we believe the American people have
the right to a full public review of this issue.
Therefore we request that you declassify and
release all documents and transcripts relat-
ing to these alleged communications be-
tween Members of Congress and the Sandi-
nista communist government.

I predict, folks—you do this always
at some risk unless you are Nostrada-
mus, and, when you analyze that 1T7th-
century seer, his prediction rate was
not all that swift—I predict that some-
day on the front pages of the conserv-
ative newspapers of this country and
the following day on the front page of
the L.A. Times, Washington Post, and
the New York Times—I hope they
prove to me that is a cynical remark;
they will all be on the front page the
same day; you are going to see con-
versations that go like this:

‘“‘Buenas dias. Alejandro Fandana,
aqui,”” and you are going to hear a
voice of a Congressman say, ““My Span-
ish is not too good, Alejandro.’

‘“‘Listen. Here is how you defeat Ron-
ald Reagan and the U.S. Government.
Let me give you some free public rela-
tions advice. You do this, and this, and
this, and this.”

One of these people gave advice to
one of these little Communist dictator
brothers, Daniel Ortega, right in front
of U.S. Senators. A House Member said,
‘‘Here’s what you have to do to thwart
the will of the foreign policy of a Presi-
dent who just carried 49 States and em-
barrassed a former Vice President by
taking his own native State of Min-
nesota away from him.

One more trip and 6,000 more votes,
and President Reagan would have bat-
ted a thousand, 50 for 50, every State.
He took 49, and people knew this was a
hot issue, whether or not communism
was going to win in Nicaragua or
whether a year and a half ago we were
going to see Violeta Chamorro sworn
in, the first lady President of any coun-
try in this entire hemisphere. What a
glorious day that was with Daniel Or-
tega swaggering around because his
brother Humberto was given the secu-
rity force and the military and still is
the comandante of those security
forces undermining with raw com-
munism everything that President
Chamorro tries to do.

No, one of these Senators, a war hero,
a 6%-year POW, went out and said to
the press, and never got criticized for
it, these following tough words:

“If I had a gun, I would have shot
that Member of Congress.””

How do you like that for a line out of
a U.S. Senator?
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I am not going to identify him here
today, Madam Speaker. “'If I had a gun,
I would have shot that Member of Con-
gress from Pennsylvania.”” He was a
Member of Congress giving advice to a
Communist dictator. Could not happen
today now that the Berlin Wall is down
and Mother Russia has opted in several
segments for freedom. No, that is the
scandal, and you are going to see it on
the front pages, this give-and-take dia-
log.

Where will Woodward and Bernstein
be then to write a book like ‘‘All the
House’s Men,’’ just as they did ‘*All the
President’'s Men''? Where will Warren
Beatty be? Coming out? Or Jack Nich-
olson? Or Robert Redford trying to get
the movie rights and taking the exact
transcript as printed on the front pages
of our newspapers between Sandinista
leaders and elected Members of the
U.S. House of Representatives who
multiple times have raised their hand
in this well on the day when everyone
of us is here, and the cameras are al-
lowed to pan a full House, and promise
to uphold the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States against all enemies, domestic
and foreign. How can you trust some-
body to oppose domestic enemies when
they are giving foreign enemies, en-
emies of freedom, enemies of the people
of Nicaragua, Communist thugs, public
relations advice, if not secrets of this
country on how to get communism to
win in Nicaragua? That is going to be a
day when those transcripts appear on
the front pages of the paper.

Short item: Let us call that subject,
“Day of Reckoning.” We will call the
other one **Kimberly Bergalis, A Young
Saint For Our Time.” I ask unanimous
consent to have those titles inserted in
the front of my speech. Just call this
one, *‘Police Corps."”

The Police Corps bill was voted down
yesterday. It is an attempt to fight the
crime wave across this country that re-
sulted from a liberal philosophy de-
stroying the ethos of our Nation and
the principles by which we live. It has
reversed the ideas of ‘‘Gangbusters,” a
radio program that I heard as a child
that opened up with, “Crime does not
pay,” and turned that around into an
absolute truism. Crime does pay in
America.

Most rapists, 1 out of 10, don’'t even
get charged, let alone sent to jail. Most
murderers are beating the rap in this
country, and as for aggravated assault,
burglars and robbers, the rate of appre-
hension and imprisonment is so low
compared to those felons that it is
staggering. We are the shame of the
world as an advanced industrial soci-
ety, and we had a chance with Police
Corps to do for the great police depart-
ments across this country what we
have done for the military with the Re-
serve Officer Training Corps.

ROTC is in most college campuses in
this country and many high schools. I
had 4 years of Army ROTC in high
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school at Loyola High and almost 3
years at the University. It so moti-
vated me I quit college to join the Air
Force to be a fighter pilot. Thank God
I served in peacetime under a five-star
general and never had to kill another
mother’s son, but I was proud to be
combat-ready during the Eisenhower
years. ROTC was what inspired me in
addition to a war hero, my father from
World War I with three wound chev-
rons, that is Purple Hearts, a different
name in World War 1.

This Police Corps went down in com-
mittee 20 to 14. That was wrong. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JAMES]
was voted wrong by his staffer by
proxy. So, he would have voted for my
bill. That would make it 15 to 19. Four
Republicans broke their word to me be-
cause Richard Darman sent over a stu-
pid hit piece against this brilliant idea,
and it is not my idea. I am just carry-
ing it. So, can call it brilliant. This
terrific Police Corps, like ROTC, four
Republicans broke their word to me,
and they said we had to go with this
hit sheet of Darman’s, and it was filled
with stupid analysis and
misstatements of fact, and, as the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] said
supporting it, one of the stars of the
Judiciary Subcommittee that had this
before it, he said, *“With all the strange
things that we find grant money for
around here, I think we can find $100
million in a trillion-plus budget to give
people scholarships to college to study
any major they want, take a few police
science courses, and get some help
from their government, and then, as a
payback, serve for 4 years on a police
department of their choice.”

Well, Madam Speaker, it went down.
But I know this battle is far from over,
and in the end we will win. I will see to
it that this bill gets to the House floor
for the entire House membership to
vote on it.

End of that item.

Item one, two, three, four—item five:
**Stop the Church,” this anti-Christian,
anti-Catholic film. It was run on L.A.
television even after I spoke with the
president, William Kobin, K-o-b-i-n. I
rush to spell it because I am the grand-
father of three little darling grand-
children with the same phonetic sound
spelled C-o-b-b-i-n.

K-0-b-i-n, William Kobin, who ran the
film, said he agonized over the deci-
sion. He gave New York the excuse to
run it. This is after hundreds of PBS
stations across this country turned it
down. It never was run by our PBS sta-
tion here in Washington, WETA, but it
was run on KCET in Los Angeles. That
means Community Educational Tele-
vision. Not here, but New York could
use that excuse, used that excuse and
ran this film, and then Boston, and of
course San Francisco. These happen to
be the four cities where there is the
largest Catholic population in the
United States, and I repeat what I said
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on this floor before this decision was
taken.

If this film were titled, “‘Stop Juda-
ism,"” or ‘“Stop African Americans or
Black Americans,” or “Stop the Homo-
sexuals’’ there would be a fire storm, to
use that term again, across this coun-
try in the dominant media culture ran
by liberals that a bigoted, racist, or
antireligious film had been run.

Since I was last in the well I saw the
film. I stand corrected. The host, the
consecrated host, the body and blood of
Jesus Christ for believers, was not
ground into the concrete on film, al-
though it was done at another event.
That was the only restraint these radi-
cal producers showed. But one host was
held up laughingly and mocked. And
the film was so poorly done and so vi-
ciously anti-Christian that I am now
willing to show it anywhere as long as
they have a better discussion after the
show than they had at KCET. Father
Woods tried to do a nice job but was
not tough enough. It is Kathleen
Brown's husband, Gordon von Sauter
who is the kind of person you want on
the debate. I would volunteer myself
immodestly, and I am going to see that
Boston, New York and San Francisco
at least have some vigorous, lively dis-
cussion since they have already run
this show.

This is a disgrace, this assault upon
my parish church as a youth. I was
baptized in St. Patrick’s Cathedral in
May 1933. My mom and dad were mar-
ried there June 27, 1929. I loved that
church built with the dimes and pen-
nies of Italian, Polish, and Irish immi-
grants, who were fleeing despotism and
antireligious purges all over Europe.
Every part of Europe came and built
that church way out in the farm lands,
and it ends up at the 5lst Street in
midtown, New York, the most exclu-
sive area right across from Rockfeller
Center and Atlas with the globe on his
shoulders.
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My memories of St. Patrick’s are
beautiful, and when I go back there, I
get tears in my eyes thinking about
my mom and dad who loved that
church just like you would love a little
wooden country church. It just hap-
pened to be the most beautiful cathe-
dral in the Western Hemisphere.

To have this radical group go in
there and desecrate the religious cere-
mony, to take the host in their hands
or by mouth, throw it on the ground
and desecrate it outside—how dare
anybody do that.

I am going to appeal to my Jewish
brothers and sisters across the country,
to stand with me on this as I have
stood with them every moment I could
to fight anti-Semitism, a sick disease
that has permeated society for 2,000
years, sometimes with a lot of Chris-
tian complicity. I have visited 12 con-
centration camps, from Babi Yar to
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Sallas Fields in Latvia, to Jasenovac
down in Yugoslavia just a few months
ago. I took the time with my younger
son Mark to drive to all six extermi-
nation camps in Poland—Belzec—the
complex of killing that wiped out 4
million Jews—Auschwitz, and the big
satellite camp, Birkenau, and ended up
at Sobibor, Treblinka northeast of
Warsaw. I visited them all. My son said
he will never forget for the rest of his
life what a special evil on the planet
Earth anti-Semitism is.

I ask my brothers and sisters of the
Jewish faith, to support your Catholic
brother, even if you are not religious or
not practicing. You do not have to be
Orthodox to agree with me on a lot of
social issues. I have been to the open-
ing of the Simon Wiesenthal Center. I
have traveled with my friends, Rabbis
Marvin Hyer and Abe Cooper. I have
been with them in every battle against
anti-Semitism. I am going to meet
with some Arab-Americans in my office
and break their hearts when I tell them
I cannot vote against Israel, even with
my President right now. Why? Not be-
cause of the geopolitics and a fair anal-
ysis of settlements being built on the
West Bank that I do not think should
be there. What is driving my support
for Israel is that it is a tiny nation of
3.5 million people born out of the hor-
rors of anti-Semitism.

But I ask my Jewish brothers and sis-
ters, as some courageous rabbis have
come forward, to condemn this filthy
bigoted film, ‘‘Stop The Church.” And I
hope that a lot of my colleagues join
me in supporting not only defunding
the NEA, but Public Broadcasting as
well. That our tax dollars went to sub-
sidize this filth or the stations that
aired it is just too much to stand for.
And let me tell you one thing, Madam
Speaker, as a loyal stumbling, sinning
practicing Catholic. Hell will freeze
over before the church will authorize
sex outside of marriage or just plain
everyday, modern-day Hollywood sex,
sex for young people. That is not adul-
tery but fornication. The church is not
going to authorize that. Never.

The homosexual militants want to
convince the church to morally sanc-
tion some of the tub baths in New
York, now closed by disease. To mor-
ally sanction the Mine Shaft. Have you
got that? Am I talking over the heads
of the kids? The Mine Shaft, the
Anvil—these are homosexual bars
which probably account for thousands
of deaths. How is the Catholic Church
expected to change its magisterium, its
teaching, its dogma and say, “We
aren’'t going to allow heterosexuals to
have sex outside of marriage or sex in
grade school or high school or any-
where, for that matter, where it vio-
lates the dignity of respecting your
own body and the bodies of others, but
we are going to give a free pass to ho-
mosexuality. They can have sex with 50
strangers a month and we are not going
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to condemn that lifestyle or relate it
at all to this biblical scripture, ‘““The
wages of sin is death.” We are not
going to do that.

No, that is not going to change, and
you are not going to get easy divorce
out of the church, just out of the occa-
sional very weak priest and an occa-
sional disgraceful weak bishop. And the
second item the anti-Catholic radicals
want to change church teaching on is
abortion. But I can tell you, no matter
how many Catholics in this Chamber or
how many Irish Catholic sinners voted
disgracefully on the other side for
abortion, the Catholic Church, the
Roman Catholic Church, will not cave
in to killing human life in a mother’s
womb. The Catholic view on abortion is
not going to change. The Catholic view
on homosexuality is not going to
change. The Catholic view on sex out-
side of marriage is not going to change.
Neither is the Catholic view on easy di-
vorce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
UNSOELD). The time of the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN] has ex-
pired.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Madam
Speaker, I hold for next week my final
discussion of a Communist theme park.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] has expired.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr.
McCathran, one of his secretaries.

EXTENSION OF NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY PURSUANT TO THE
INTERNATIONAL EMERGENCY
ECONOMIC POWERS ACT—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO
102-142)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House a message from the
President of the United States, which
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs and ordered to be printed.

VACATING 60-MINUTE SPECIAL
ORDER AND REINSTITUTING
SPECIAL ORDER FOR 5 MINUTES.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to withdraw my 60-minute re-
quest for a special order today and to
request a 5minute special order in its
place.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
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HDTV IS ESSENTIAL FOR
DEFENSE NEEDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, in
the current DOD appropriations bill,
the House added $100 million for the de-
velopment of high definition display
technologies—known  popularly as
HDTV. This funding was intended to
solve a problem which we encountered
in Desert Storm when our weapons sys-
tems were unable to discern the dif-
ference between enemy vehicles and al-
lied vehicles because the sighting dis-
play equipment was too fuzzy.

In no way was this intended to en-
hance the ability of our soldiers to
watch Redskin games. And yet, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget chose
to interpret this funding as being pri-
marily for the development of a com-
mercial technology. In assessing it
that way, DOD was forced to request
the Senate to disallow the funding.

In the Senate request DOD makes a
flat statement that Department ‘‘has
never requested funding to support de-
velopment of technologies for commer-
cial markets.”

At about the same time this was
going on, another agency within the
Department of Defense—the Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization—
known by either SDIO, or more popu-
larly star wars—was putting into place
a whole group of strategies to transfer
technologies developed by them—state
of the art every one—to the commer-
cial sector, to corporations.

And, the statement was made by the
office director of the Technical Appli-
cations Office—that if the technology
‘‘{s sitting on the shelf and U.S. indus-
try isn't interested in it,"” then other
options should be pursued. He was re-
ferring to opening up the SDIO data
base to foreign companies.

I find this shocking. While OMB will
discourage any research and develop-
ment in HDTV—under the guise that it
might, eventually, help the commer-
cial television market—at the same
time full funding is going into star
wars with the understanding that not
only will the technology be transferred
to the private sector, but that it will
be transferred to foreign companies if
American corporations do not desire to
use it.

It may only be a happy circumstance
for the Japanese—but, if so, they are
very lucky. First, because they want to
get control of the high definition tele-
vision market, and second, because
staffers at SDIO already have been
traveling to Japan, at the invitation of
the Japanese.

Just plain common sense suggests
that if we have orphaned technologies
developed by SDIO, technologies which
no American company wants, then the
Japanese will be first in line.
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The facts about high definition dis-
play technology is that commercial
television is only a part of its value
and in no way represents the critical
need for this technology for weaponry,
for medicine, for space.

Japan recognizes the many markets
for more clearly defined displays, hav-
ing invested over $1 billion in its cur-
rent technology. I am told by experts
in the field that our technology is bet-
ter—and more state of the art than the
10-year-old Japanese product. What we
are missing is the money for the devel-
opment.

Money which the Government of
Japan willingly has made available to
its industries either through tax incen-
tives and ridiculously low interest
rates—2 and 3 percent—or through out-
right awards.

Money which OMB will not allow the
Defense Department to have to make
the breakthrough on weaponry because
it potentially may help U.S. corpora-
tions.

Day after day there are reports on
other issues which convinces the aver-
age American that one sector of the
Government is busy undoing what an-
other sector of the Government is bus-
ily trying to get done. But, this takes
the cake. This is not one agency
undoing the work of another agency,
this is rampant schizophrenia at DOD.
SDIO every day of the week is out on
the street peddling its techmnology to
industry—but DARPA cannot develop a
technology to aid in the use of weap-
ons.

It is not only ludicrous, it is not good
policy—as a matter of fact, it is not
policy at all.
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate disagrees to
the amendments of the House to the
bill (8. 1722). ““An Act to provide emer-
gency unemployment compensation,
and for other purposes’ and agrees to
the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon and appoints Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
MITCHELL, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. PACKWOOD,
and Mr. DOLE on the part of the Sen-
ate.

The message also announced that the
Senate recedes from its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 3291) ““An Act making ap-
propriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activi-
ties chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes’.
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HOW MUCH GOVERNMENT CAN
AMERICA AFFORD?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I take
the floor at this time to enter into a
discussion of statistics. I think the
American people are getting a little
frustrated at the use of statistics in
politics to enhance the political situa-
tion of both parties.

We have seen, at least starting about
May of last year with the beginning of
the budget summit that has become in-
famous in the history of this country,
all the way through until today, speech
after speech made on the floor of this
House and article after article written
by Members of this House and Members
of the other body selectively picking
out statistics to support their position.

On the Democrat side it is the posi-
tion that the Reagan years have dev-
astated America, have made the poor
poorer and the rich even richer. On the
Republican side it is the claim that the
Reagan years were beneficial, that
there was high growth, the longest pe-
riod of growth in the history of this
country.

I have to say a little blame lies on
both sides. The Democrats, for their
period of time for statistics, have se-
lectively picked the 1970's, and particu-
larly the end of the 1970's when this
economy was turning down and in
great recession. They take those bad
figures and attach them to the figures
of the 1980’s, so that it will make the
Reagan years look bad.

The Republicans usually start in
1983, when Reagan was elected in 1980
and took office in 1981, because they
claim that the recession of 1980, 1981,
and 1982 was no fault of Reagan, but
was the policies of the Carter adminis-
tration that caused the deep economic
downturn, and therefore you should
count the policies of the Reagan years
and use the statistics starting in 1983.

Well, that may be all true. What I
take the floor today for is to bring to
the House a study that we unveiled this
morning, a study done by the Institute
for Policy Innovation under the guid-
ance of Steven Moore, who is director
of fiscal policy for the Cato Institute,
and includes an introduction by the
Nobel laureate James Buchanan, that
looks back over a longer period of time
and asks the question, which is the
title of the study, ‘‘How Much Govern-
ment Can America Afford?"’

Ever since the budget agreement of
last year, there has been study upon
study about what are the results of the
budget agreement and where are we
headed as a result of raising taxes last
year and increasing spending.

I think the evidence is coming in
that what we are doing is pushing this
country into financial disaster, and
there is no hope for the future because
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those that are in power in this Con-
gress refuse to acknowledge progrowth
policies that would allow American
citizens to keep more of their money,
to invest more of their money; that
would lower the cost of labor, lower the
cost of capital, lower the cost of sav-
ings, so that we can stimulate this
economy into what is the backbone of
this economy, and that is entre-
preneurial spirit, small businesses of 10
or less employees up to 100 employees,
that really creates the wealth of this
country.

I look at some of the statistics that
are coming in, some of the studies that
are coming in, and it is very interest-
ing. A couple of weeks ago a very dis-
tinguished gentleman that works for
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Larry
Hunter, wrote a piece entitled, ‘“The
Growth Gap.”

It is very interesting, in that he
points out that because of what hap-
pened last year and because of the
track that we are on for the future, we
are going to see a lower standard of liv-
ing for American families, lower pur-
chasing power for American families.

He makes this conclusion based upon
the premise that we are going to see
lower growth in production in this
country as a result of this recession,
and that the recovery after this reces-
sion, whenever it comes, is going to be
s0 anemic that it is not going to
bounce us back to the level that his-
tory has shown that we have had in our
GNP, around 3 percent.

He, too, goes back to the 1850’s and
carries us through the history of our
economy. He points out that ever since
the 1950's we have averaged above or
below the line, but we have averaged
about 3-percent growth in this country
every year.

We have had recessions. But when we
have had recoveries, we have bounced
back at such a high growth rate that it
has offset the loss of growth by the re-
cession.

That is not the case in the current
recession. In fact, he makes the argu-
ment that it would be better to have
had the kind of recession that we had
in 1981 and 1982 than the kind of reces-
sion that we are having right now. In-
deed, he makes the argument that in
everyday terms, what this means is
that at the end of 1992, 1% years after
the bottom of this recession, our stand-
ard of living will be about 6 percent
lower than where it would be if the
economy had performed up to snuff.

On a per capita basis this means the
economy would produce about $1,110
less for every man, woman, and child in
1992, This would mean that on an aver-
age, a family of four would have ap-
proximately $3,000 less disposable in-
come in 1992.

We face a growth gap. In other words,
our economy has fallen through this
recession and it is not going to be able
to recover, which means a lower stand-
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ard of living and a lower purchasing
power for Americans.

Another way of looking at it is pre-
sented by this paper released today by
the Institute for Policy Innovation en-
titled, ““How Much Government Can
America Afford?" Steven Moore goes
back to 1950. Again, as Larry Hunter
did, he goes through the history of
growth in the United States. He is not
placing blame on Republicans or Demo-
crats, or on the President or Congress.
He is just trying to lay out the case of
what history has shown in this coun-
try, of allowing a government to grow
by enormous measures.

Then he carries it even further. He
carries it into and up to year 2020 and
shows that if we continue the trend
that we are presently on, what will be
the state of the economy, the kind of
living that Americans will have, in the
years 2000, 2010, and 2020.

0O 1530

It is frightening. It is astounding.

We have in this country a creeping
socialism, which is rather ironic.

Here we had the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and, as our distinguished
Republican whip said this morning, we
have people in Russia that are more
conservative than people in power in
the United States.

His quote was, ‘‘The mayor of Mos-
cow is to the right of the mayor of New
York.”

We are leading this country into a
creeping socialism that is going for-
ward toward what we have witnessed as
the socialist governments of Europe
and particularly the Soviet Union, and
it does not seem like we have much
hope of it turning around.

I want to quote some of the issue
brief produced by the Institute for Pol-
icy Innovation, written by Steven
Moore.

The past 40 years have witnessed an
unprecedented increase in the size and
scope of all government, but particu-
larly the Federal level. Today the Fed-
eral Government spends over $1.5 tril-
lion a year or one-quarter, 25 percent of
the Nation's total output, adjusted for
inflation. The Federal budget has ex-
panded by 50 percent since 1980, dou-
bled since 1970, and increased sixfold
since 1950.

This growth trend is not sustainable.
Productivity, national competitiveness
and living standards will suffer as they
have already. Between 1950 and 1974,
when the Federal Government was
much smaller, our economy grew at a
roughly 3 percent annual rate. Between
1974 and 1989, the economy grew at
roughly 1 percent per year.

The difference in these growth rates
means that rather than doubling every
25 years, family incomes are now dou-
bling every 70 years.

All signs indicate that spending will
accelerate rather than abate over the
next three decades. Absent dramatic
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reforms, the U.S. Government will
command an ever-growing share of our
national output. The budget will swal-
low up over 30 percent of our gross na-
tional product by the year 2110 and
over 40 percent of our GNP by 2020.

In 1991 dollars, taking inflation into
consideration, the budget will reach $4
trillion within 30 years. To finance this
spending, taxpayers will face a near-
suffocating tax burden and/or deficits
will skyrocket.

This issue brief is a basic primer on
the Federal budget, detailing the mag-
nitude and sources of growth since 1950,
with projections through 2020. It also
highlights the forces within the budget
that are driving this spending growth.

The frightening story it tells can be
summarized briefly. Failure to tame
the Federal budget has placed America
on a path of financial ruin.

First, fact, public expenditures are
out of control at all levels of Govern-
ment. The 20th century, particularly
the past 40 years, has been a period of
dramatic and uninterrupted public sec-
tor growth. This expansion is docu-
mented for Federal, State, and local
governments dating back to 1930.

The data shows that today in the
United States more than 40 cents of
every dollar of national income is
consumed by government, an alltime
record, and that does not include the
cost to the private sector of overregu-
lation.

Government at all levels absorbs
three times the level of the national in-
come than it did in 1930. The Govern-
ment captures 50 percent more of the
national income today than 1950, with
42 percent of national output devoted
to the public sector. The United States
no longer ranks as a country with lim-
ited Government control relative to
the Nation's past history and relative
to other developed nations.

Second, fact, the Federal outlays
have been growing at a pace two to
three times the inflation rate. The vast
majority of the growth in the public
sector since 1950 has happened not at
the local level, where Government is
closest to the people, but at the na-
tional level. We can show this growth
in Federal expenditures in real dollars
and as a percentage of the GNP. And
those figures show that the Federal
Government now consumes more than
$1.4 trillion each year, double the real
spending rate level of 1970 and six
times the 1950 level.

Federal spending has climbed from 16
percent of GNP in 1950 to 20 percent in
1970. And as a result of the budget
agreement of last year, 25 percent
today.

Although the 1980's were supposedly
an era of budget restraint, in real dol-
lars the budget has expanded by more
than $400 billion in constant 1991 dol-
lars and now commands a 10-percent
greater share of national output than
in 1980.
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Over the longer term, in 1900, the
Federal budget consumed $1 of every
$15 in the economy. In 1950, it
consumed $1 of every $7. In 1970, it
consumed $1 of every $5. And today the
Federal budget consumes $1 of every $4.

Third, fact, domestic outlays have
been growing much more rapidly than
defense spending. We hear on this side
of the aisle all the time about defense
is the problem, defense spending is the
problem.

Let us look at the facts. Unlike what
many Members think, the facts show
that national defense spending has
been only a small part of the budget
expansion since 1950. We show that
most domestic programs have grown
substantially faster than defense
spending since 1950. In fact, real de-
fense spending has grown by 3 percent
per year since 1950.

Total nondefense spending has grown
by roughly 5 percent per year over that
same period of time. Total nondefense
spending has climbed in real dollars
from 1960. From $160 billion in 1950 to
$1.1 trillion today. Defense spending is
roughly 5 percent of GNP, far below the
post-World War II average, whereas
nondefense spending has doubled.
Nondefense spending has doubled from
10 to 20 percent of our gross national
product.

Fact, entitlements are the most ex-
plosive area of growth within the Fed-
eral budget. We show that entitlement
programs, mainly health care, welfare,
and Social Security, have been the
most explosive areas of growth.

Entitlement programs have driven
the dramatic increase in Federal
spending since 1950. Entitlement spend-
ing is doubling every 8 years. In con-
stant 1991 dollars, entitlement spend-
ing has soared from $30 billion in 1950
to $200 billion in 1970 and now $600 bil-
lion today.

Health care and Social Security out-
lays have been expanding by 12'2 per-
cent and 11 percent respectively in real
dollars since 1950, three times the infla-
tion rate over this 40-year period.

Fact, demographic, political, and
economic factors will contribute to
continued government expansion for at
least the next 30 years. If Congress and
the President do not take steps to re-
verse the past 40-year trend in Federal
expenditure growth, the budget will
balloon to economically unsustainable
levels.
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Unfortunately, pressures for contin-
ued budget expansion seem to be out-
weighing pressures for budget re-
straints.

These factors I am talking about
that will drive us into unsustainable
levels of spending in our budget include
a changing demographic profile in the
United States over the next 30 years
that will substantially increase the
number and percentage of Americans
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in retirement and eligible for Social
Security and Medicare. Today there
are three workers for every retiree. By
the year 2030 there will be less than
two workers supporting every retired
person.

Continued calls for new spending pro-
grams in high priority areas include
aid to cities, expanded welfare cov-
erage, new energy and environmental
protection programs, new entitlements
for children, the disabled and the
homeless, and a national health care
program, increased expenditures for in-
terest on the national debt as an ex-
panding Federal budget continues to
drive up borrowing and interest pay-
ments.

The breakdown of the past and exist-
ing budget restraint mechanisms such
as the recently scrapped Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings law and the complete in-
effectiveness of the 1990 budget agree-
ment which has allowed spending to
climb by more than 10 percent in its
first year.

The budget forecasts through the
year 2020 presented below are based on
a series of reasonable assumptions re-
garding the economy and the changing
demographic picture in the United
States and projected spending prior-
ities of Congress. These assumptions
are No. 1, real GNP will grow at a 2 per-
cent real annual rate over the next 20
years, which is the latest prediction by
the Social Security Administration.

Assumption No. 2, defense spending
will fall to 5 percent of GNP, well
below its post-World War II average,
and remain constant at that level.

Assumption No. 3, Social Security
and health care expenditures will rise
at the rate forecast by the Social Secu-
rity Administration and the Health
Care Financing Administration. This
assumes no new or expanded benefits
over the next 20 years. We all believe
that.

Assumption No. 4, discretionary pro-
grams in the budget will grow at a pace
half a percentage point below the real
annual rate of growth from 1950 to 1990.

Another fact: Virtually every
nondefense area of the budget will in-
crease in real dollars, and as a share of
GNP through the year 2000. Based on
the set of conservative assumptions
that we just listed, detailed projections
of Federal spending are detailed in our
report. Thirteen of the fourteen
nondefense program areas are expected
to expand in real dollars over the next
three decades. All but veterans’' bene-
fits and international aid. Ten of the
fourteen will consume a growing share
of GNP.

The data paint a very gloomy pic-
ture. In 1991 dollars, outlays in the
year 2000 will climb to $1.85 trillion; in
2010 to $2.7 trillion; and in 2020 to $3.9
trillion.

Another fact: Entitlement spending
will continue to surge and command a
growing share of the Federal budget
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over the next three decades. As has
been the case since 1950, uncontrollable
entitlement spending will fuel the
budget expansion of the next three dec-
ades. Real outlays for entitlements
such as health care, Social Security
and income security will reach $1 tril-
lion in 1991 dollars by the year 2000 and
$1.3 trillion by 2010, just less than what
is spent on the entire budget today.
Let me repeat that. Real outlays for
entitlements such as health care, So-
cial Security and income by the year
2010 will reach $1.3 trillion, just a little
less than what is spent on the entire
Federal budget today.

By the year 2020, entitlements will
cost $2 trillion in 1991 dollars. Entitle-
ments will consume the same share of
GNP as the entire budget does today.

Because of the pay-as-you-go feature
of entitlements, on average, in the year
2020, each worker will have to pay
$10,000 in taxes each year just to sup-
port the entitlement programs.

Another fact: Domestic discretionary
programs will also expand rapidly in
the coming decades. Entitlements are
not the only component of the Federal
budget where spending will climb sig-
nificantly over the next 30 years. We
show where there is an incredible in-
crease in domestic discretionary spend-
ing. These are typically and correctly
regarded as areas of budget neglect.
Highlights include real spending on do-
mestic discretionary programs such as
social services, community develop-
ment, science and space and so on
which will double in less than 20 years
and more than triple in 30 years as
they did from 1950 to 1991.

By 2020, total discretionary domestic
programs will consume roughly twice
the level of GNP as they do today, from
5 percent to 10 percent of GNP. Some of
the fastest growing programs will in-
clude education and social service
spending, which will climb in 1991 dol-
lars from $43 billion today to $191 bil-
lion in 2020, transportation spending
from about $32 billion today to $98 bil-
lion; and science and technology from
$16 billion to $150 billion.

Fact: The Federal deficit will reach
massive proportions in the near future,
even dwarfing today's record-setting
over $300 billion deficit.

What implications will this growth in
government spending have for the Fed-
eral deficit? Over the post-World War II
period Federal taxes have averaged
roughly 182 percent of GNP. Today,
taxes consume roughly 19% percent of
GNP. Assuming Federal taxes rise
steadily to 25 percent of GNP by the
year 2020, which would constitute a
Federal tax burden roughly 4 percent-
age points higher than ever before in
the United States during peacetime,
and higher than even during periods of
war, the Federal deficit would still
skyrocket to seemingly inconceivable
levels in the early part of the next cen-
tury. The deficit in 1991 dollars will



September 26, 1991

swell to over $400 billion by the year
2000, $750 billion in 2010, and the Fed-
eral deficit will be $1.55 trillion by the
year 2020. The deficit in 2020 will be
larger than the entire budget today.
The deficit will reach 6 percent of GNP
by the year 2000, 9 percent in 2010 and
16 percent, the deficit will be 16 percent
of GNP in 2020.
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If the deficit climbs to these fore-
casted levels, then clearly interest ex-
penditures will also skyrocket over the
next decade, or the next three decades;
annual interest payments in 1991 dol-
lars will reach $300 billion by the year
2000, and interest will be a staggering
$760 billion by 2020, and interest buys
us nothing. Interest payments will
grow by 5 percent per year for the next
30 years, or 22 times the expected rate
of real economic growth over this pe-
riod.

Just under 20 percent of all Federal
spending will go to finance the na-
tional debt by 2020, up from roughly 15
percent today.

An alternative to running these mas-
sive deficits would be for Congress to
attempt to balance the budget by sim-
ply raising taxes to match annual
spending since, on average, the Federal
Government will spend $28,000 for every
American worker. This would require
Federal taxes, as a share of the work-
er's income, would have to rise by 20
percent above the current level by 2000.
Taxes will have to rise by 75 percent
above current levels by 2010, and taxes
will have to go up roughly 150 percent
above current levels by 2020. One-third
of all our workers’ income will be
taken up just by the Federal Govern-
ment in the year 2010, and more than 40
percent of all worker income will be
taken up by the Federal Government in
the year 2020.

As this analysis makes painfully
clear, the political and economic costs
of raising taxes to match projected
spending over the next 30 years or run-
ning deficits that could reach more
than $1 trillion per year would be ruin-
ous.

As former Council of Economics
Chairman Murray Weidenbaum has
warned, sooner or later, sooner or later
Congress and the President will face a
rendezvous with reality. The fiscal re-
ality is unmistakable. Urgent and dra-
matic action in reducing the size and
scope of the Federal Government is re-
quired to head off the fiscal calamity
that we will otherwise bequeath to our
posterity.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY], the distinguished Dr. ARMEY,
doctor of economics and a gentleman
who is trying to drive this House to
reasonable and rational fiscal policy.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Madam Speaker, I appreciate so
much the fact that the gentleman took
this special order.

I had the privilege last evening of ac-
quiring my copy of the study done by
Mr. Stephen Moore for the Institute for
Policy Innovation on this whole ques-
tion of how much government can the
Nation afford. Quite frankly, I was anx-
ious to get home to my wife last night,
s0 I have to confess I did not read it
last night, but I was in my office at 6:30
this morning, and I read the study, and
I must say I am in agreement with the
gentleman from Houston that it is a
very well-done study.

Let me point out something. I taught
economics in American universities for
20 years. I personally directed many
master's theses and, in fact, have writ-
ten my own book on the subject of eco-
nomics, have been involved over the
years in my real life in conventions
where scholarly papers have been deliv-
ered and refereed, have done so myself,
and I think I am capable of judging
good workmanship when a study is pre-
pared and presented. I think the young
man, Mr. Moore, deserves to be com-
plimented for the quality and the thor-
oughness of his research.

I think the report is not only beyond
academic guestion, but it is extremely
important in terms of providing the de-
tailed chapter and verse to what prob-
ably all of us intuitively understand,
that we are getting too much Govern-
ment spending of the Nation's re-
sources, when 25 percent of the gross
national product of this country is
consumed by the U.S. Government as
opposed to our historic record of some-
thing closer to 19 percent.

Now, I would like to also relate
something the gentleman said earlier
in his remarks in this special order. I
was sitting in my office, and when I
looked up I noticed the gentleman was
giving a special order, I did, as I usu-
ally do when the gentleman from Texas
is on the floor, I turned up the volume
and turned down my staff so that I
could tune in without delay, and at any
rate, when I heard the gentleman’s
opening remarks, I realized that they
were perspicacious enough that he de-
served an army of support and decided
to come right to the floor and do what
I could do to assist.

But the gentleman related to what
we are all too often seeing in the press
today. I saw a story just last week in
the newspaper. The gist of all of these
stories is that the 1980’s were a failure,
that in America in the 1980's, we are
told, the rich got richer and the poor
got poorer.

This is, in fact, a cliche. I think it
comes from an old song. I might be pre-
pared to sing it if the gentleman from
Houston would assist.

Mr. DELAY. I think we can do with-
out the song.

Mr. ARMEY. But this is an interest-
ing complaint quite often about our
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great Nation. It is often alleged that in
America the rich get richer and the
poor get poorer.

I think, again, the American people,
in realizing this would have an intu-
itive reaction to that. Were the 1980's
so bad, and if the 1980's were so bad,
were they so bad relative to what? And
as I look at this, the stories ask me the
question.

Let me now reflect back for a mo-
ment on the 1970’s. In my real life, I am
a working man; I have always worked
at a salaried occupation. The prior 20
years prior to being hired for this job,
I worked in three or four different
American universities as a professor of
economics.

But essentially I had the same prob-
lems as anybody in America working
on a salary, that is to say, feeding,
clothing, caring for, raising my chil-
dren, and my wife and myself, and, of
course, my children were growing into
their young adulthood in the 1970's. I
had the same wishes and hopes and
dreams and fears for my children that
I suppose we all do as we see them be-
ginning their high school years and
going on to their college years, antici-
pating their completion of college,
their marriage and setting up house-
holds and all of the things we hope for
our children.

I remember in the 1970's interest
rates going through the roof, unem-
ployment rates soaring; from an aca-
demic point of view, I dealt with it in
the classroom with my young students,
with the phenomenon called stagfla-
tion, which prior to the 1970's all schol-
ars across the world said was impos-
sible under capitalism. According to
the great scholar Phillips, you would
either have inflation or recession, but
you would never have both.

In the 1970’s we had both. We called it
stagflation, and it was a mystery. It
began in the 1960's when Lyndon John-
son was President. He could not avert
it. It went on then during the period of
time of the Nixon Presidency, and he
could not avert it.

O 1600

The President’'s Board was stumped
by it and President Carter, as you may
recall, became enormously unpopular
with the American people as he suf-
fered through the worst of this stagfla-
tion; but in the seventies we saw a
sense of malaise come over the Amer-
ican people, discouragement. In fact,
President Carter called that to our at-
tention.

I remember those feelings myself and
my wife in conversations that we had.

I would ask the citizens of this coun-
try to remember the seventies and
eighties, these horror stories about
how awful were the eighties.

I remember my concern that my chil-
dren upon their completion of college,
and upon their marriage, arriving at
that point in their lives where they
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would hope to be married, buy a little
home and start the process of raising a
family as I have gone through, my fear
was that they would not be able to do
that.

I remember the stories. More and
more we saw in the late seventies, the
young marrieds living with their par-
ents because they could not find hous-
ing, could not afford housing, and the
discouragement we had. Stagflation
was killing us.

Now, I also look back and take an
honest view of the question of .ncome
distribution. Let me just tell you first
of all a couple problems you have with
that. When we see studies and reports
on the distribution of income, what we
do is we break the distribution of in-
come up into five quintiles. We take
the lowest fifth, the second lowest, the
third, fourth, and fifth, the top fifth of
the income distribution. The studies
that make cross time comparisons,
comparing 1978 with 1988, and so forth,
implicitly assume that the same people
are in the same quintile in 1980 that
they were in 1970. They do not recog-
nize that in the normal course of a
family's life, they will travel through
quintiles of income distribution.

Let me give you a quick and homely
example. Social stratification being
what it is in the universities, we do
have nice studies. In 1964 I had my first
real job as an instructor in a univer-
sity. An an instructor, a new entrant in
the labor force, a person beginning my
career, I was in certainly at least for
that profession the bottom quintile. In
the ensuing few years, I completed my
education, went from a Master’s level
of education to a Ph.D. level of edu-
cation, went from the rank of instruc-
tor to assistant professor, had 3 or 4
yvears of real experience, wrote some
articles and got myself in many ways
more qualified to more ably do my job,
and my income went up. I moved into
another quintile of income distribu-
tion.

Now, I was clearly better off through
my efforts, but as I move up, somebody
else moved into that bottom level just
coming from graduate school.

Then eventually I move up into an-
other rank called an associate profes-
sor, being even more qualified, more
years of experience, more duties under-
taken on my part, and my salary went
up. That is the way we do it.

So comparing these five quintiles of
income distribution, one needs to un-
derstand that people are not locked in
for a lifetime to one of the quintiles
versus the other.

One of the things we see when we
look at the quintiles, the bottom half,
is that they go up through time and
people move through them. So these
are not very good comparisons, but let
me go on.

If you take the years 1976 to 1980, the
absolute worst, most depressing, most
frustrating, that is to say when you
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have unemployment rates you have de-
pressing circumstances, when you have
rapid rates of inflation you have frus-
trating circumstances. Those years
that were worst which were dubbed the
days of national malaise, in those
years you find the only period of time
in the history of this country were, in
fact, the rich got richer and the poor
get poorer. By that I mean there was
some slight, very low level of growth in
the upper-income quintiles, the top
three quintiles of income distribution
increased during those 4 years. The
bottom two quintiles of income dis-
tribution literally decreased. So the
poorer two quintiles got poorer and the
top three quintiles got richer.

Now, I might mention that is pre-
cisely the period of time in my life
that I was traveling through the
quintiles. So for me and my family, be-
cause of my efforts we moved on
through and we did not get stuck in the
bottom quintile and stay there, but
that is the only time that happened.

Now, let us look at the facts. Ronald
Reagan was elected to the Presidency
of the United States in November of
1980. He was sworn into office in Janu-
ary, I believe, of 1981, is that correct?

Mr. DELAY. Yes.

Mr. ARMEY. Congress typically does
not begin to do its work with any de-
gree of earnestness until late February,
middle February, or March of every
year.

Now, a new President has to make
the recommendations to the Congress,
has to put the recommendations
through the Congress, has to get the
recommendations enacted into law and
the earliest a new President’s program
could begin to be enacted would be the
year following having been sworn in, so
January 1982 would have been the earli-
est that the President’s program could
have been enacted into law. That is to
say throughout the year 1980, the last
year of the Presidency, and through
the year 1981, the first year of Presi-
dent Reagan's Presidency, the cir-
cumstances of this Nation would have
been governed by the policies of the
prior President, and of course as we
know that was when the conditions
were the worst. It was only in late 1982
and thereafter that we had President
Reagan's programs.

We know that once President Rea-
gan's programs went into effect, re-
member the high drama of breaking
the back of inflation, then recovering
from unemployment, that we had after
that period of time beginning in late
1982 or early 1983 the longest peacetime
economic expansion in the history of
this country. That is irrefutable fact.

During all that time, each of the five
income quintiles grew. That is to say,
no matter where you were in the dis-
tribution income in this country, if
you were in the highest fifth, the aver-
age income of that fifth was higher and
grew throughout all that period of
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time; so that whereas in the seventies
I had to traverse through quintiles
that were going down and then up, in
the eighties a young person beginning
as I have done would have started in
quintiles that had a secular trend to go
up. I would be improving my well-
offness in a world of improving oppor-
tunities.

Now, that sometimes is very difficult
to grasp, but it is particularly difficult
to grasp for those who do not want to
grasp it, but it is distressing to me to
see this continuing misrepresentation.
And why is that?

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, if I
could interrupt the gentleman, the
gentleman has just laid out for the
House basically, to put it in crude
terms, the rich got rich and the poor
got richer.

Mr. ARMEY. During the eighties, the
rich got richer and the poor got richer.

Mr. DELAY. Yes.

Mr. ARMEY. Now, the problem a lot
of people have with that is their com-
plaint that the rich got richer at a
more rapid rate than the poor got rich-
er; but remember, we are talking about
categories. When you complain that
the rich got richer at a more rapid rate
than the poor got richer, what you are
complaining about is that people who
were going through a normal occupa-
tional career life cycle, beginning with
the time they begin to work full time
in support of themselves and their fam-
ilies until the time they reach the full
maturity of their career earning power,
career effectiveness, were moving
through quintiles of income into al-
ways a better quintile with higher av-
erage earnings.

0 1610

That is, nobody was stuck, or was
somebody? Let me ask this: I often like
to ask people questions that force them
to draw on their own experience. Fritz
Machlup once made the observation
that sometimes the best empirical tes-
timony one can find is that of their
own experience and that of their close
associates.

Let me ask if you know somebody
who is stuck in an income quintile;
that is, stuck on a fixed income, who is
not having their income going up or
going down, check and see how many
such people you know whose income is
not, for the most part or at least by
and large, derived from some source of
public payment as opposed to private
earnings. That is to say I would sug-
gest to you, going back to the more im-
portant work that the gentleman was
doing about what we have discovered
from this very fine study that Mr. Ste-
ven Moore has done, that in the dy-
namic vitality of the private free mar-
ket economy, where real free, hard-
working, ambitious men and women in
this country work out their lives in
support of themselves and their fami-
lies, that you see the dynamics of the
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great promise of America, which is
equality of opportunity, access to op-
portunity, the achievement of oppor-
tunity. And in programs of public ex-
penditure, especially as this study
points out, with the increasing share of
total public expenditure going more
and more to entitlement programs,
that you find a tendency for people to
find themselves in the despair of eco-
nomic and financial stagnation. And
those that may find themselves stuck
in a quintile of income distribution are
people who find themselves so depend-
ent on the public support program that
they are incapable of earning them-
selves on to another place and that
freeing people to greater levels of
achievement of prosperity and well-
being, would give them a chance to get
off the public dependency program,
that safety web that official programs
trap people in, and into the private sec-
tor with real jobs and real opportuni-
ties to live by your merits and move

up.

The other thing I would like to say is
a fundamental question I think we
have to ask ourselves, and the answer
is fairly obvious to all of us, is in this
political institution, political-eco-
nomic institutional structure we have
in the United States, which has a pub-
lic sector and a private sector, does the
Government support the private econ-
omy or does the private economy sup-
port the Government?

We have it backwards in our under-
standing all too often, all too often. We
put together—I served for 6 years on
the Committee on the Budget, and I
watched this process each of these
years. We put together all of those pro-
grams that we think are necessary as
public programs to support people in
the real economy and the real country.
And then we see what might be the def-
icit from all of that spending we put
together. And then we return to the
question: Will the growth in the real
economy be great enough to sustain
these programs?

So even though we build the budget
on the predilection that we must have
this enormous amount of public ex-
penditure to support the private sector,
we judge our hope for success or failure
on the question of will the private sec-
tor be successful enough to be able to
support this? What this study has
shown us is that since the 1950's the
public sector has grown like Baby
Huey, has grown so large on the back
of the private sector that we cannot
sustain, we cannot carry this tremen-
dous load. What we have done is we
have moved from a nation of freedom
of enterprise, freedom of enterprising
young people doing their best in their
jobs, a nation that increasingly is more
and more depending upon the largess of
public programs.

What did we see in this study? One of
the most fascinating things I found was
that as the share of the gross national
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product consumed by the public sector
went from something like 16 percent in
the 1950's to 25 percent here, it became
increasingly more difficult for the
economy to sustain a growth rate.
Now, let me, and one should never
argue by analogy, but let me: If in fact
it is the private economy of the United
States that carries the burden, and we
want it to grow, in effect we want it to
march uphill. Is that right? We would
like to have it march uphill with a 5 or
6 percent—b5 percent or 6 degree incline,
5 or 6 percent growth every step of the
way.

And let us say, going to my analogy
again, let us say I am going to carry
my gluttonous stepson or my glutton-
ous uncle on my back, trudging up that
hill. Right? Let us say I am Mr. Pri-
vate Sector of the American economy,
carrying my gluttonous Uncle Sam up
the hill.

And as I go up the hill, Uncle Sam
continues to reach down off my back
into my legs and pull a chunk of mus-
cle out of my leg and eat it, and as he
pulls each chunk of muscle out of my
leg, my legs get weaker and he eats the
muscle and he gets fatter.

So I am, increasingly, becoming
weaker in the legs, carrying an increas-
ingly bigger Uncle Sam on my back.

There comes a point, and this is the
point that this study is concerned
about, where the private sector cannot
carry that load anymore, where it
crushes that load, it crushes it. This is
what I think this study has shown. We
are reaching that point.

If we are not prepared to become cre-
ative, courageous, and responsible in
controlling this growth of public spend-
ing, it is impossible for the economy to
derive from any source whatsoever the
best and brightest of our young people,
or wherever we might acquire the
source of energy that drives a great na-
tion. There would be no source of en-
ergy that would be great enough that
would allow this great Nation, with all
its skilled workers and all its great
craftsmanship and all of its entre-
preneurial power and ability, its mana-
gerial leadership, none of the best of
the assets of this country could achieve
and obtain and continue to maintain
the strength to carry this gluttonous
monster of Government on its back on
any incline whatsoever.

Now, what happens when it collapses
and turns down, then that Uncle Sam
becomes like the proverbial snowball
carrying everything down into a ter-
rible depression.

I think we are reaching a point of de-
cision in this country, and the decision
point is: Are we as a nation of people
going to be prepared to take a look at
our recent history? What did we try in
the 1960’s, and did it work? What did we
try in the 1970’s, and did it work? What
did we try in the 1980’s, and did it
work?

Let us not have our ability to see
these things clouded up by studies that
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are trumped up like the infamous
Green Book put out by the Joint Tax
Committee. Let us not have ourselves
confused by politicians telling statis-
tical misrepresentations.

But drawing from our own experi-
ence: Did the things we tried with so
much hope in the 1960’s work? Did the
1970's and the policies of the 1970's
work? Or did the 1980’s work?

And from that experience, we had
better then start looking for people
who would work on our behalf in the
Halls of Congress or in the White House
who would draw on the best and the
most instructive of those lessons to do
for our children and grandchildren
what will work. If we want those who
would only have a continuation of the
same old policies with their same old
failures, then we can expect our chil-
dren to be trapped in one of these bot-
tom income quintiles with no hope to
get out. And we will have this situa-
tion we have seen in Eastern Europe,
we will have the same situation we
have seen in Sweden.
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Let me say I think we are approach-
ing the end of the time of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. Let
me say “hurrah,” for the Swedes. The
Swedes at least see the disaster in the
making. Obviously they were not free
to think for themselves and to act for
themselves in the Soviet Union, com-
prised so much of slave nations as the
union was, and we had the oppression
of the Communist dictatorship for so
long in the Soviet Union. We would not
want to fault the intellect of the So-
viet people, but the oppressive govern-
ment they had in the Soviet Union left
them not free to act on their behalf.
But the Swedes had enough freedom so
that, when they saw we are destroying
our nation and its future of opportuni-
ties, they kicked the bad government
ideas out just this past week.

Madam Speaker, I think it is time we
do that in this case. We have so many
good ideas, so much resourcefulness in
our people, so much ability, so much
ambition, and, as long as the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, let me
say this as a personal note:

I am sick and tired of hearing politi-
cians talk about greed. It makes me
too angry when I hear politicians talk
about greedy American people. Greed is
the desire to have more of what some-
body else earned, and we ought to see
that for what it is, and it is not good.
It is bad.

There is something else that the
American people are guilty of. The
American people are not guilty of
greed. They are guilty of something
called ambition, and ambition is the
desire to earn more for myself and my
family and see my children do the
same.

To see politicans who are taking
money away from hard-working people
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and squandering it on programs that
fail them and fail their children's fu-
ture, having the audacity to call Amer-
ican people greedy I think is an insult
that ought not to be tolerated, and I
have gotten that off my chest on the
gentleman's time, and I appreciate the
gentleman for that.

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY] for his eloguent presentation,
and more will follow, I am sure, in the
future. We are headed for disaster, and,
if the American people do not wake up
and do something about it, they will
reap the disaster on themselves.

THE RECESSION IS NOT OVER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr, BONIOR. Madam Speaker, last
weekend the Budget Director, Mr.
Darman, Richard Darman, announced
that the recession had ended 4 months
ago. That was last weekend. He an-
nounced that the recession was over 4
months ago. He bragged about minus-
cule increases in this or that statistic.
He tried to create the impression that
the economic recovery was humming
along right on schedule.

Madam Speaker, his ridiculous re-
marks belong in the Bush administra-
tion's rhetorical hall of fame along
with other remarks that have made no
sense and that reflect the insensitivity
and the callousness of this administra-
tion to the plight of literally, literally,
millions of American working men and
women and their families along with
the “‘no big deal” remark that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury responded when
he said that this recession was no big
deal, or the ‘‘garbage’ response, the
President’s description of our efforts to
help the unemployed.

Madam Speaker, how can President
Bush and his entire administration fail
to see what every middle-class Amer-
ican family already knows in this
country? This recession is not over. It
is a big deal, and the Bush administra-
tion cannot make it disappear with
rhetorical whitewash.

In addition, Madam Speaker, this is a
middle-class recession. Of course, the
rich have been affected, those who have
invested their Reagan era tax breaks
into too many reckless ventures, and of
course, it affects the poor, who always
seem to be the victims of bad economic
policy. But the brunt of this economic
recession is borne by the American
middle class. It is borne by our work-
ing families, by the people who have
worked hard to put aside a little
money for their kids' education, or the
men and women who are trying to buy
a first home for their family. These are
the people who are in their prime. They
have job skills, they are working hard
to make a living for their family, they
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are dependable people, they are hard-
working, and they have proven that
they are good at what they do.

Madam Speaker, literally millions of
these people have been on their jobs for
years, and all of a sudden they go to
work one day, and they are handed a
pink slip, or the boss calls them in the
office and says, ‘‘It's all over. We can't
use you anymore.”’ They go home, and
it starts to sink in.

As my colleagues know, they will
say, “Well, I'll get a job,”” and they
make every call they can out of the
newspapers, the want ads, to try to find
employment, and then the bills start to
mount up day after day after day. How
are they going to pay the mortgage?
How are they going to put food on the
table? How are they going to invest for
the future of their children's education
by putting aside a few bucks?

For some the bad news came when
their boss called, and sometimes with-
out warning, to say that the plant is
closed and that they will have to find
another means of providing for their
family. For millions the bad news
turned into panic when their unem-
ployment benefits ran out, and that is
what is happening for more than 300,000
Americans each month.

Each month, 300,000 Americans have
exhausted their unemployment bene-
fits, the highest total in 40 years, 40
years. But these are just not economic
statistics. They represent profound
emotional and psychological issues as
well.

Again, imagine the anxiety of know-
ing that you could be laid off at any
moment, and those who are working
have that anxiety. They read the news-
papers, they listen to the radio on the
way to work and home from work, they
watch their television news. They
know this economy is bad, and they
know that many of their jobs are hang-
ing by a thread when they hear that
the gross national product has dipped,
when they hear housing sales are off,
when they hear that car sales are worse
than they have been in years. They
know that those are the engines in our
society and that they in fact could be
next because many people in our soci-
ety are dependent upon those basic in-
dustries.

Imagine their anxiety of knowing
that at any time they could be next.
And they feel it. Imagine their anxiety
in looking into the face of a child
whose college funds have to be used to
pay monthly bills to get by, dipping
into that fund that for months and
years they have sort of set aside and
struggled to keep so that their kid
could do a little bit better than they
did. Now they got to go into it.
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Now they have got to go into it to
put food on the table and to pay the
mortgage, because the unemployment
benefits have been exhausted. And then
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there is the insult to injury, knowing
that the Government through the em-
ployer, indirectly in negotiations with
the employee, has a fund to take care
of them with $8.5 billion in it. But they
cannot get at it. They cannot get at it
because the President does not think
this is serious enough. He says it is not
an emergency, and he will not release
the funds for these people.

There is the fear that they feel that
a sudden illness will wipe out their
family because they have no health in-
surance. They cannot pay the pre-
miums on their health insurance.
Imagine not knowing where your next
mortgage payment is coming from and
what that means to your family.

The psychological impact of this re-
cession is every bit as profound as the
economic problems themselves, and
both are squeezing American working
families to the limit.

The President has two responses.
First, he pretends the problem does not
exist, the recession is over, and *It's no
big deal,”—'‘garbage’’ policies. That is
the administration talking. Then he
says we need to give the economy a
second dose of the same failed eco-
nomic practices that got us here in the
first place, with more tax breaks for
the rich. That is their answer. That is
the President’s answer.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple are tired of this double talk. They
know that this recession is deep. They
know that it is not over, and they
know what to do about it. The way to
get the economy moving again is to
put money back in the pockets of
working families in this country so
that they can build, save, and invest to
get this country moving again.

Madam Speaker, I received a letter
last week from a constituent in Mt.
Clemens, MI. He lost his job, and his
unemployment benefits had run out.
Listen to what he says about his fam-
ily. He says, and I quote:

We are educated people. 1 have an elec-
trical engineering degree. To serve my coun-
try, I did a tour in Vietnam. Now I need help.
* * * With a wife and three children, we are
living with shattered dreams and fright from
day to day. My savings are gone, and we may
soon have to put the home we worked 18
years for on the market. Is there any hope in
sight?

I want to say to my constituent and
to all the American people that there
is hope in sight. First, we will send the
President an unemployment bill, and
we will override his veto if necessary.
We will do that next week. Then we
will focus our attention on our own
working families here in America.

The President wants to take care of
the Turks, he wants to give emergency
aid to Israel, and he wants to provide,
and he has provided, emergency aid to
the Kurds and to Bangladesh, but when
it comes time to take care of people
here at home, the blinders go on, the
earplugs go on, and it is as if they are
not there, they are invisible.
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We are going to take care of these
people next week in the short run—and
it is just the short run—to give them a
little bit to sustain themselves, to take
care of those kids at home, and then we
will focus our attention on working
families. They will put America back
on its feet if we in Congress will only
respond to their call to action. What
we need is middle-class tax cuts. We
need to cut the taxes for middle-in-
come American people who got zippo
during these years of the 1980's with
the great Reagan tax cuts which bank-
rupted this country and which I am
proud to say I did not vote for, tax cuts
that went to the wealthy. The middle
class got zippo. The idea, of course, was
that we would have this trickle-down,
that we would give it to the wealthy,
they would invest it, and it would come
down to the -2st of us. We need to give
it to the middle class and let them
take care of their basic needs and the
needs of this country, so it can bubble
up and so that we can all enjoy the
wealth of this country.

Middle-class tax cuts are high on our
agenda, right after the unemployment
compensation bill and right after the
transportation bill that will put 2 mil-
lion Americans to work shortly. We
will deal with our roads and our
bridges. Sixty-one percent of our roads
need repair. Two bridges in America
fall apart each day and they cannot be
used. We need to get on with dealing
with out public transportation system.
Basic is our infrastructure. That is a
long, complicated word, but basically
it means building America again with 2
million jobs. That is coming.

We need better schools and better
highways, and then we need health
care reform. We need health care re-
form to correct perhaps the largest of
the social inequities that we have.
There are 37 million Americans who
have not a dime of health care insur-
ance, and the cost of it is bankrupting
virtually everyone who is paying for
some system. These Americans are our
priorities. We make them Congress’
priority, and we pledge to the Amer-
ican people that during this fall session
we will see that their needs are taken
care of.

THE CREATION OF NEW JOBS AND
ECONOMIC GROWTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate very much this opportunity
to talk about jobs and the American
economy and to make the point, first
of all, that if you are going to have a
tax cut, you have to begin by being in
a position to have a job. If you do not
have a job, a tax cut does not help you,
and the No. 1 goal of American domes-
tic policy for the near future should be
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to create jobs to revitalize the econ-
omy.

It is fascinating to watch the drop in
momentum in the United States, the
loss of energy, the loss of jobs, the way
in which the recession has sort of
bounced along without a dramatic re-
covery, and to recognize that there are
certain key lessons being taught all
over the world, lessons ironically
which were first taught by Margaret
Thatcher and Ronald Reagan and
which in the city of Washington it is
very hard to get the political establish-
ment to listen to.

The fact is we know what creates
jobs. Incentive creates jobs. Encourag-
ing people to save and to invest, en-
couraging people to work extra hard,
encouraging people to go out and be-
come entrepreneurs and found new
companies and create new jobs, these
are the things that create jobs.

We also know what kills jobs—rais-
ing taxes, big government, huge defi-
cits, high interest rates, and tons of
red tape and regulations. When some-
body knows that if they go out and
found a small company, they are going
to drown in red tape, they are going to
be overwhelmed with taxes, and they
are going to face very high interest
rates if they go into debt at all, their
first instinct is to not start the new
company. Why is that so important? It
is important because virtually all new
jobs in America come from small busi-
ness. Large businesses, businesses the
size of General Motors or Ford or IBM,
tend to lose jobs over time. They buy
new machinery, they buy new comput-
ers, they buy new equipment, and they
shrink the size of their work force. So
if we are going to have lots of jobs for
lots of people, we have to have lots of
small companies and lots of baby com-
panies, baby companies that will some
day be the IBM's and General Motors of
the future.

We face a crisis, I think, because for
the last 3 years the city of Washington
and the national establishment have
walked away from the lessons of the
1980’s and have tried to reestablish the
tax policies of the 1970's, the policies
that led under Jimmy Carter to 22 per-
cent interest rates and 13 percent infla-
tion and set the stage for the worst re-
cession of modern times.

Senator PHIL GRAMM and I are work-
ing together to create economic
growth. We are working together to
create the kind of changes that will
lead to new jobs and new opportunities.
We have introduced an Economic
Growth Act. By that Economic Growth
Act, it is estimated by economists that
we would create 1,100,000 new jobs, and
it would lead to the sale of 220,000 addi-
tional houses a year.
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It would create an opportunity to
have a housing boom. It would, by the
way, thereby help the Federal Govern-
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ment and help the taxpayer, because if
we had more people buying more
houses, that would lower the cost to
the Resolution Trust Corporation of
getting rid of the property the Govern-
ment had taken over. That would save
some banks and some savings and
loans, and that would mean that the
Treasury and the taxpayer would not
have to bail them out.

Now, this is a bill, the Economic
Growth Act, which we believe will help
realtors who sell houses. It would help
homebuilders who build houses. It will
help carpenters who help build houses.
It will help the forest products indus-
try, which, after all, creates the prod-
ucts that go into the houses. It will
help the textile industry, which creates
the rugs and creates the covering for
furniture.

When you look around the country,
once housing starts begin to go back
up, a lot of good things happen.

It is estimated the Economic Growth
Act would lead to 220,000 additional
home sales a year. Furthermore, when
you encourage people to save and in-
vest, when you encourage people to
create a new factory, to buy new ma-
chinery, to setup a new business, you
create jobs.

The 1,100,000 new jobs under the Eco-
nomic Growth Act is not a small thing.
It is actually more people than there
are currently in the long-term unem-
ployed. So we would actually be able to
create jobs for all the people who are
currently at this time under the defini-
tion of long-term unemployed.

How do we do it? First of all, we have
a tax credit for coples with under
$43,000 joint income that enables them
to buy that very first home.

Second, we allow every American to
have an Individual Retirement Ac-
count. We allow them to save their
money and have after-tax dollars and
have a tax-free buildup.

We would make this provision: If you
keep your money in that IRA for 5
years, you can use it for housing, you
can use it for education, you can use it
for health care, or you can use it for re-
tirement. In fact, we have a further
provision that parents and grand-
parents would be allowed to borrow, to
take their IRA out and loan it to their
children and grandchildren to help
them buy their first home.

So again, we are moving toward that
very desirable status of encouraging
every young couple to dream and hope
and work and save so that they some-
day can own a home.

In addition, we create enterprise
zones in 75 urban and rural areas, so
the poorest parts of America, whether
in Michigan or West Virginia, will have
a tax incentive to create jobs.

We know it works. We know enter-
prise zones have worked in Hong Kong.
We know they work where they are
tried. We want to bring them here to
America on the premise that if we can
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create jobs in poor neighborhoods so
poor people can get off of welfare and
into the habit of work, we make Amer-
ica stronger and better.

Furthermore, we cut the capital
gains tax. Why do we cut the capital
gains tax? Because we know that that
will encourage people to invest, that
will encourage people to create jobs, to
create 1,100,000 new jobs. And we index
capital gains for the future, so when
you save and invest, you will not be
paying taxes on inflation.

Furthermore, we establish a perma-
nent extension of the research and ex-
perimentation tax credit. The research
and experimentation tax credit. The re-
search and experimentation tax credit
is very, very important if in fact you
believe that we want to have American
business with the best research, the
best technology, the best machine
tools, the best products, so people can
compete in the world market with
Japan and Germany, and we can have
the highest value-added jobs with the
best take-home pay and the highest
quality of life.

In addition to that, we raise the
amount that senior citizens can earn
without benefit from Social Security
by $8,000 a year, so that senior citizens
who want to continue to work can earn
an additional $8,000 a year, without
being penalized by Social Security, be-
cause we believe in the work ethic. We
want to encourage people to stay busy
and stay alive. We know the senior
citizens who stay active are healthier,
live longer, and have fewer problems
with their health than people who do
not.

In addition to all of those things, we
provide for an economic growth divi-
dend for every taxpayer. Our position
is very clear. If the economy grows by
more than 3 percent real growth, we
believe that every dollar in additional
revenue should go back to the working
American family in the form of a high-
er personal deduction, because we want
to establish the premise that if you
work hard and you go out and establish
a growing economy, that those dollars
belong to you, not to the Washington
bureaucracy.

We do not want people to say, ‘‘Boy,
if we get all this growth, look how
much more money we can spend here in
Washington.”

Instead we want to say, “If we get a
real period of boom, we want that extra
money to go back to increase your per-
sonal deduction, so you and your fam-
ily can have more money in your take-
home pay, because that is your money,
not the Government’s money, if you
have earned it.”

We think that is a very strong, very
powerful, profamily position.

Let me say, first of all, we believe
that the Economic Growth Act, by cre-
ating 1,100,000 new jobs and by creating
220,000 additional home sales, and by
allowing senior citizens to earn $8.000
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additional a year without penalty, we
believe that that will stimulate the
economy and help us get out of a reces-
sion.

But we go a step further. We also be-
lieve that it is time we reestablished
the principle that economic growth is
the most important domestic policy.

The most important domestic policy
is a job. If a family has a job, if people
are able to earn a living, if they believe
they have a chance to buy a house,
that is the beginning of a healthy
America. I do not care how many social
welfare state bureaucratic programs we
put together. None of them are as valu-
able or as important as having a job.
Yes, the objective fact is that for 3
years now, the Democratic leadership
in the Congress has killed every effort
to create jobs. They have killed every
effort to produce new work, new oppor-
tunities, new take-home pay.

President Bush has sent up bills. He
has asked them to pass bills. There are
two examples; 2% years ago he sent up
his initial jobs program calling for a
tax cut. It passed the House with 264
votes. It was killed by the Democratic
leadership.

The second example: the President
came right here back in January. He
called on the Congress in 100 days to
pass a highway program.

The highway program is very impor-
tant. The highway program not only
creates infrastructure for all Ameri-
cans to drive on, opportunities for
mass transit, but it is one of the most
powerful jobs programs the Govern-
ment has. When the Government is
building more highways, building more
bridges, repairing more roads, creating
more opportunities for people to go to
work, that is a jobs program itself.

I do not have the figures yet. We
have asked some economists to develop
them for us. But just the delay by the
Democratic leadership in producing a
highway bill which the President asked
for, and which he really hoped to get
by early May, just the fact that we
have delayed that bill from May until
October means that there was less
stimulus, less job creation, less invest-
ment, less economic activity, so fewer
Americans were at work.

Let me go a stage further. The reason
there is such a fundamental difference
between President Bush and the Repub-
lican approach with the kind of ideas,
such as the Gramm-Gingrich bill for
economic growth, the reason there is
such a difference between that ap-
proach and the Democratic leadership’s
approach of much higher spending, ul-
timately higher taxes, bigger deficits,
is because of a fundamental difference
about what works and what makes the
economy work.

Everywhere you turn around the
world Americans are preaching to
other countries, you need smaller gov-
ernment, you need less bureaucracy,
you need free enterprise, you need pri-
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vate property, you need incentives to
work and save and invest.

We re telling the Russians, the Lith-
nanians, the Latvians, and the Esto-
nians. We are telling Poland, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia. The truth is we
live today in a world in which the
mayor of Moscow is to the right of the
mayor of New York City; in which the
mayor of St. Petersburg is to the right
of the mayor of Philadelphia. The re-
sult is we are telling the Russians and
others how to do the very things we are
not doing.

There was a report issued today by
the Institute of Policy Innovation, one
of the most interesting and dynamic
institutes of its size in the country, a
report on the Federal budget and
America’s fiscal future. This report by
Stephen Moore illustrates our concern.
I want to quote a couple of things that
will startle most Americans.

Adjusted for inflation, the federal budget
has expanded by 50 percent since 1980; dou-
bled since 1970; and increased six-fold since
1950!

This growth trend is not sustainable. Pro-
ductivity, national competitiveness, and 1iv-
ing standards will suffer—as they have al-
ready. Between 1950 and 1974, when the fed-
eral government was much smaller, our
economy grew at a roughly 3 percent annual
rate. Between 1974 and 1989 the economy
grew at roughly 1 percent per year. The dif-
ference in these growth rates means that
rather than doubling every 25 years, family
incomes are now doubling every 70 years.

All signs indicate that spending will accel-
erate rather than abate over the next three
decades. Absent dramatic reforms, the U.S.
government will command an ever-growing
share of national output. The budget will
swallop up over 30 percent of GNP by the
year 2010 and over 40 percent of GNP by 2020.
In 1991 dollars, the budget will reach $4 tril-
lion within 30 years.

That is almost the size of our current
entire economy.

To finance this spending taxpayers will
face a near suffocating tax burden and/or
deficits will skyrocket.

He goes on to say:

Failure to tame the Federal budget has
placed America on a path to financial ruin.
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Why is this important? It is impor-
tant because if we have a smaller gov-
ernment with a balanced budget with
lower taxes so that people have the
money in their pocket to take home, to
save and invest. We are in a position to
grow faster. If we grow faster, people
have better jobs with better equip-
ment, working in better factories. Peo-
ple have better opportunities to buy
better products.

They have a higher standard of liv-
ing. They can buy a better home, which
creates more jobs so people again live
better.

We face a very stark choice. I think
it is ironic that the Swedish Socialist
Party, two Sundays ago suffered its
worst defeat since 1928. While our
friends in the Democratic leadership do
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not seem to have learned anything
from the fact that in Russia and in
Hungary, in Sweden, across the world,
the concepts of a centralized welfare
state are simply breaking down and
simply proving not to be very effective,
that in most of the world people have
awakened and realize that we have an
obligation to do everything we can to
create more economic growth in the
private sector so people have real jobs
and they have lasting jobs.

This is a very, very important
central issue for the 1990s. Are we
going to become a bigger welfare state
with higher taxes, a larger deficit, with
workers being punished if they have
initiative, savers being punished if
they save? Or are we going to bring
government spending under control?
Are we going to be in a position to say,
let us set some priorities in Washing-
ton?

We will hear everybody who comes to
the floor of the House say, ‘‘This is an
emergency, this is a high priority."”

I have yet to hear anybody come to
the floor and say, ‘“‘Let me identify 3
low priorities in domestic spending.
Let me tell you about 5 programs that
are not working."”

There are over 4,000 Federal Govern-
ment domestic programs. Surely we
could take the 1 percent that are least
effective, 40 of them, and close them
down, or the 2 percent, 80 of them, or
the 3 percent, 120, and begin the proc-
ess of setting priorities.

Every American family has to set
priorities and the U.S. Government
should set priorities also. Whether we
are going to control spending or not, I
think we have to look at the tax sys-
tem and ask ourselves, do we have
today a tax system which encourages
savings? The answer is no. If one bor-
rows money, one can deduct some of
the interest. If one saves money, we are
going to tax that person for the inter-
est.

That is why having an individual re-
tirement account, as we have in the
Economic Growth Act, is so important.

Do we today have an economy that
says to young workers, ““You have a
pretty good chance to buy a house?”
The answer is no. That is why the Eco-
nomic Growth Act both allows people
to use their IRA to buy housing and al-
lows parents and grandparents to loan
to their children and grandchildren to
buy housing and sets up a situation in
which if one has under $43,000 in in-
come, one is able to have a tax credit
against their down payment, because
we believe that giving young couples
an incentive to go out and work and
save and buy a house is one of the steps
to a healthy economy.

Do we today have a permanent re-
search and experimentation tax credit
to say to our business, ‘‘We want you
to invest in research so you can com-
pete with Japan and Korea and Ger-
many?n
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No, we review it every year. And in
fact, there is talk that the Democratic
leadership is not going to bring a tax
bill to the floor this year and is going
to let the research and experimen-
tation tax credit disappear, go out of
existence. And yet what does that
easy?

It says we are not going to encourage
our businesses, our computer busi-
nesses, our laser businesses, our health
care businesses, our drug and pharma-
ceutical businesses, we are not going to
have a tax credit to encourage them to
do the research which America knows
is absolutely vital if we are going to be
in a position to compete in the world
market in the 21st century.

Do we encourage our senior citizens
to work today? We tell them, “If you
earn more than $9,000, we are going to
take away $1 in Social Security for
every $3 you earn.”

A senior citizen who goes to work
who is in the 15-percent bracket is now
being told, ““We are going to take 33
percent away and then we are going to
charge you 15 percent.”

We are talking about the highest
marginal rate in America which is paid
today by senior citizens.

A senior citizen, 65 or 66 years of age
who continues to work, who earns
more than the Government tells them
they are allowed to earn, pays a higher
marginal rate than a millionaire, a
higher marginal rate than a movie
star, a higher marginal rate than a pro-
fessional football player. It makes no
sense at all.

Yet today your Government punishes
senior citizens who want to stay active
and who want to work. Do we say to
people, go out and have the courage to
leave your job, to start a small com-
pany, to go out and do something real-
ly tremendous to employ lots of people
and we will reward you? No.

We in fact have the highest capital
gains tax rate of any major industrial
competitor. The Germans do not tax
the way we do. The Japanese do not tax
the way we do.

And then we turn around and say,
‘‘How come they have more entre-
preneurs, how come they are creating
more jobs, how come they are more dy-
namic than we are?"’

Yet the current Tax Code is an
antijob creator.

I say to my friends on the left, we
cannot have jobs if we do not encour-
age job creators. We cannot have jobs if
we do not encourage people to start
small businesses. We cannot have jobs
if we do not have new opportunities for
new folks to go out with new ideas, to
create new markets.

On the left, they like to get together
with folks at the top. They want to
talk about the big corporations and the
big labor unions. None of those people
create any jobs. Jobs are created in
fact just the opposite.

Jobs are created when little people
go out with little bits of money to set
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up little bitty shops from which grow

_the future. Apple Computer started in

a garage. Polaroid Camera started in a
basement. People had an idea. They
went and they began.

The guys who invented the silicon
chip, they were told they were crazy
when they founded their company.

Again and again, when we look at the
future, if we read Ray Kroc’s biog-
raphy, “Grinding it Out,” a study of
McDonald's and how he developed
McDonald's. There were two brothers.
They owned a little hamburger place
out in California.

They got up to three hamburger
stands. Ray Kroc was a milkshake ma-
chine salesman. He was trying to sell
them milkshake machines. They
bought a lot because their three ham-
burger stands did more business than
any other place that he sold to.

He went to the McDonald brothers
and said, “If you would set up more
hamburger stands, I could sell you
more milkshake machines."

They said, **We don't want more than
three. Three is enough. We are making
a good living.”

He said, “Well, would you allow me
to franchise your ideas?"’

He took what little money he had. He
got some investors. He went to Chi-
cago, took a lot of risks, and created
the first franchised McDonald's.

Today it is the largest fast food chain
in the world. All of us watch with great
pride as Americans when we see Rus-
sians lined up to get into the McDon-
ald’s in Moscow. We say, that is a big
corporation. But I say to my friends in
the Democratic leadership, it was not a
big company when Ray Kroc founded
it. It was a tiny company.

It took a man willing to go out and
risk his savings to work for years to
create the modern institution that we
see today.

If we look at United Parcel Service, a
great corporation. I had a privilege to
spend time with them recently. One of
the largest, most successful corpora-
tions in the world at transporting par-
cels.

They started with one truck, and
they began to grow. They began to de-
velop.

My point is this: Those of us who be-
lieve that we have got to worry about
the recession, that we have got to cre-
ate jobs, that we have got to care
about economic growth, that a healthy
America is a working America, we
want to actually encourage savings. We
want to actually encourage invest-
ment. We want to actually encourage
job creation. So we are prepared to
change the Tax Code to pass a bill
which would do that.

What do we see with our friends in
the Democratic leadership?

Two weeks ago they brought up an
unemployment bill, and I said to them,
“I am prepared to vote for the unem-
ployment bill, but let us add to it an
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employment bill. Being worried about
unemployment is only half the story.
How about worrying about employ-
ment? Worrying about extending the
unemployment only gets you to the
end of the 20 weeks. What happens
then? What if we still have not encour-
aged any growth? What if we still have
not created any new jobs? What if we
still have not founded any new compa-
nies? What do you say then to the un-
employed?"”
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Here’s 20 more weeks, and then what
do you say and where does it end?

I went to the Rules Committee and I
begged the Rules Committee Demo-
crats, please, make in order a jobs bill
80 the people of America can have the
dignity of working, so we can not only
give them extended unemployment for
the short run, but we can also create
jobs for the future. And we were told,
on a straight party line vote, no, you
cannot do that. That would be wrong.
We do not want to bring up a jobs bill,
we just want to bring up an unemploy-
ment bill.

So then we came to the floor. We had
the following colloquy, and I rose and I
asked to offer an amendment to the un-
employment bill that would be the eco-
nomic growth act that Senator PHIL
GrAMM and I have developed. This is
what the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD says
on September 17, 1991 at page H-6640.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN-
KOWSKI] makes a point of order that the
amendment proposed by the motion offered
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-
RICH] is not germane to the bill.

The bill, as reported, is confined to provi-
slons relating to unemployment insurance
and compensation within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

The amendment proposed in the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
GINGRICH] contains provisions ‘‘to provide in-
centives for work, savings and investments
in order to stimulate economic growth, job
creation and opportunity.” These provisions
range beyond matters of unemployment
compensation and involve the jurisdiction of
committees other than the Committee on
Ways and Means, to wit: the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Accordingly, the Chair finds the amend-
ment is not germane, and, therefore, the mo-
tion to recommit is not in order.

The Chair sustains the point of order of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI].

What did they say? Notice the lan-
guage. Our bill provided for work, for
incentives for work, savings, and in-
vestment in order to stimulate eco-
nomic growth, job creation and oppor-
tunity.

If I came to your home, or to your
neighborhood, or to your local civic
club, or to your work and I said gee, do
you think as a way of dealing with un-
employment that having an incentive
for work, savings and investment
might relate to unemployment, do you
think if I offered something which
would stimulate economic growth and
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job creation that that might have
something to do with unemployment?
But not on the House floor. Job cre-
ation on the House floor does not re-
late to economic unemployment, which
tells you a lot about why the Demo-
cratic Party has a hard time dealing
with the economy. Because obviously
the most important fact about unem-
ployment is we are not creating enough
jobs. So if we were to create enough
jobs we would not need to worry about
unemployment. Just this basic prin-
ciple seems to elude the Democratic
leadership.

Let me make a second point. The
Rules Committee can make in order
anything. The Rules Committee can in-
vent the bill. The Rules Committee can
send to the floor a bill which has never
gone to a committee, which has never
had a hearing, which has never been
marked up, and in the history of the
House this has happened on a number
of occasions.

If the Speaker says in the Rules Com-
mittee I want you to bring a jobs bill
to the floor tomorrow morning, they
can do it, And if on the floor we will
vote for the rule and the House will ac-
cept the rule, it is in order.

So what do we have happening? First,
the Democratic leadership which con-
trols the Ways and Means Committee,
which controls the Rules Committee,
says we are not going to have any hear-
ings on this Economic Growth Act, we
are not going to mark up this Eco-
nomic Growth Act, we are not going to
report out of committee an Economic
Growth Act. Then when we go to the
Rules Committee and ask them to
make it in order we are told that since
you did not come out of the committee
we cannot make it in order. After all,
we would not want to offend the Demo-
cratic leadership.

Then when we came to the floor we
are told that since the Rules Commit-
tee, which is controlled by the Demo-
crats, did not want to offend the Demo-
crats who controlled the Ways and
Means Committee, you cannot make in
order the Economic Growth Act.

Then having killed the Economic
Growth Act, so we cannot create
1,100,000 jobs, we cannot increase the
sales of homes by 220,000 a year, we
cannot allow senior citizens to earn an
additional $8,000 a year, we cannot
have an extension permanently of the
research and experimentation tax cred-
it, we cannot do any of the good things
we want to do, having killed it, then
the Democratic leadership and its sup-
porters come to the floor and they at-
tack the President, and they attack
the Republicans for not having a do-
mestic agenda.

There is an old saying that chutzpah
is defined as somebody who murdered
their parents and then throws them-
selves on the mercy of the court as an
orphan. In a sense what we have here is
a Democratic leadership which first
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smothers the President’s program, and
smothers the House Republican pro-
gram, and then claims that since we
cannot produce it on the floor it must
not exist, even though the reason that
it is not on the floor is that the Demo-
crats will not let us bring it here. And
when people wonder why the country is
s0 outraged about the way the Con-
gress is run, and why people are calling
for term limitation, and why there is a
movement of rebellion in the country,
all they have to do is look at the last
2 weeks.

Every American who wants to see us
create 1,100,000 new jobs had their
hopes thrown down by the Democratic
leadership who refused to bring it to
the floor. Every American who would
like to buy a home, and particularly
Americans who are, after all, relatively
poor, under $43,000 joint income which
means we are not talking about help-
ing the rich, we are talking about help-
ing young working couples, something
that you hear Democrats say they
want to do all the time. But they want
to do it soon, they want to do it even-
tually, they want to do it when they
get around to it. And yet here we had
a bill that would have allowed couples
under $43,000 income to have a tax
credit to buy a house, something you
would have thought the Democrats
would have liked. But they could not
bring it to the floor, could not make it
in order.

My point is this: Every young couple
who wants to buy a house ought to be
mad at the Congress, mad at the Demo-
cratic leadership for not making that
in order. Every senior citizen who
would like to earn an additional $8,000
a year without penalty from Social Se-
curity should be mad at the Demo-
cratic leadership and mad at the House
for not making that in order. Every
person who would like to sell a house
or build a house for those young cou-
ples ought to be mad at the Congress.
Every person who wanted to save and
who would like to have an IRA, and
who believes having an IRA that would
allow you to spend it on health, edu-
cation and housing as well as retire-
ment is really pro savings, should be
mad at the Democratic leadership for
not making it in order. Every unem-
ployed American who wants a job more
than an unemployment check, who
wants a chance to go back in the job
market and work, and take home pay,
and have dignity should be enraged
that twice in 10 days we could bring an
unemployment bill to the floor, but we
could not bring an unemployment bill.

Finally, all Americans who have
watched in Georgia, and in Michigan,
in Minnesota, and Missouri, across the
country who have watched change in
Russia, change in Lithuania, change in
Poland, change in Hungary, change in
Czechoslovakia, the recent defeat of so-
cialism in Sweden, and then you get to
the U.S. House on Capitol Hill and
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what do you get? The same old stran-
gulation of new ideas, the same old
smothering of new approaches, the
same old techniques of backroom poli-
tics stopping the bills from coming to
the floor.

I think the American people know
better. The American people know that
we have to focus on jobs, we have to
create more opportunities. And I hope
that every American will call their
Member of Congress and ask them to
cosponsor the Economic Growth Act,
and ask them to help create new jobs,
and ask them to help increase savings,
and ask them to help senior citizens be
allowed to work, and ask them to help
young couples buy a house. And if
enough people will contact their Con-
gressman and their Senator, if enough
people will talk about the importance
of economic growth, the importance of
jobs, the importance of getting out of
this recession, then I believe maybe we
can bring enough public pressure to
bear to actually get a fair rule to bring
the rule to the floor and to have a
chance to pass it.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. TANNER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of
family business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. BROOMFIELD, for 60 minutes, on
October 2.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min-
utes each day, on October 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25.

Mr. WALKER, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, today.

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes each
day, on October 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16,
17, 22, 23, and 24.

Mr. MCEWEN, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CRAMER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, for 60
minutes each day, on October 1 and 2.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) to revise and
extend her remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Ms. HORN, for 5 minutes, on Septem-
ber 30.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. BONIOR) to revise and ex-
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tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, for 5
minutes, on October 3.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. RHODES.

Mr. SANTORUM.

Mr. MCDADE.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO.

Mr. GOSS.

the re-
quest of Mr. CRAMER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

KOLTER in two instances.
FASCELL in two instances.
DWYER of New Jersey.

LEVINE of California.
MONTGOMERY.

TRAXLER in two instances.
SOLARZ.

TALLON.

KILDEE.

SARPALIUS.

SWETT.

OAKAR.

FEEEEEEEEEAS

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

[Correction to the Congressional Record of
Tuesday, September 24, 1991}

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and joint reso-
lutions of the Senate of the following
title:

S. 1106. An act to amend the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act to strength-
en such Act, and for other purposes;

S.J. Res. 126. Joint resolution to designate
the Second Sunday in October of 1991 as “‘Na-
tional Children's Day''; and

S.J. Res. 151, Joint resolution to designate
October 6, 1991, and October 6, 1992, as ‘‘Ger-
man-American Day."”

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 862. An act to provide for a demonstra-
tion program for voir dire examination in
certain criminal cases, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 865. An act to provide for a demonstra-
tion program for voir dire examination in
certain civil cases, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
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that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill and joint
resolution of the House of the following
titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 3291. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 332. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1992, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and joint reso-
lutions of the Senate of the following
title:

S. 363. An act to authorize the addition of
15 acres to Morristown National Historical
Park;

S.J. Res. 7T3. Joint resolution designating
October 1991 as ‘‘National Domestic Violence
Awareness Month'';

S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution designating
October 1991 as ‘*National Breast Cancer
Awareness Month''; and

S.J. Res. 125. Joint resolution to designate
October 1991 as ‘‘Polish-American Heritage
Month."

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, a
joint resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

On September 25, 1991:

H.J. Res. 233. Joint resolution designating
September 20, 1991, as ‘“National POW/MIA
Recognition Day,” and authorizing display
of the National League of Families POW/MIA
flag.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 9 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, September 30,
1991, at 12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2138. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the semiannual reports for the
period October 1990 to March 1991 listing vol-
untary contributions made by the U.S. Gov-
ernment to international organizations, pur-
suant to 22 U.8.C. 2226(b)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

2139. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
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copies of the original report of political con-
tributions of Curtis Warren Kamman, of the
District of Columbia, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of Chile, and members of his
family, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2140. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
notification of an award under the Witness
Security Program, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2708(h); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2141. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting the third
report on the assignment or detail of General
Accounting Office employees to congres-
sional committees as of July 31, 1991; jointly,
to the Committees on Government Oper-
ations and Appropriations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 6. A bill to reform the de-
posit insurance system to enforce the con-
gressionally established limits on the
amounts of deposit insurance, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. 102-157,
Pt. 2). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BONIOR: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 230. A resolution waiving all
points of order against the conference report
on S. 1722 and against the consideration of
such conference report (Rept. 102-221). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. FORD of Michigan: Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, H.R. 3259. A bill to author-
ize appropriations for drug abuse education
and prevention programs relating to youth
gangs and to runaway and homeless youth;
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 102-122). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 1724. A bill to provide for
the termination of the application of title IV
of the Trade Act of 1974 to Czechoslovakia
and Hungary (Rept. 102-223). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 3365. A bill to amend title
81, United States Code, to restrict the au-
thority of newly established Government-re-
lated corporations to borrow from the Treas-
ury and to require an annual evaluation of
the impact of public borrowing by such cor-
porations on the public debt; with amend-
ments (Rept. 102-224). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE-
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of Rule X the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

H.R. 6. Referral to the Committees on Ag-
riculture, Energy and Commerce, the Judici-
ary, and Ways and Means extended for a pe-
riod ending not later than October 4, 1991.

H.R. 3039. Referral to the Committee on
Government Operations extended for a pe-
riod ending not later than September 27,
1991.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mr. COOPER, Mr. SLATTERY,
Mr. SYNAR, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. PER-
KINS, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr.
CHAPMAN, Mr. GALLO, Mr. CLINGER,
and Mr. ROGERS):

H.R. 3420. A bill to improve the access of
home satellite antenna users to video pro-
gramming, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. APPLEGATE (for himself, Mr.
MCEWEN, and Mr. MILLER of Ohio):

H.R. 3421. A bill to amend the Mineral
Leasing Act to provide for the continuation
of certain leases on mineral estates upon the
vesting of a present interest of the United
States to such mineral estates; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BACCHUS (for himself, Mr. Cox
of Illinois, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. MRAZ-
EK, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
LUKEN, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Mr. RicGs, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DOOLEY,
Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. ROEMER):

H.R. 3422. A bill to provide additional re-
sources to the Resolution Trust Corporation
subject to various conditions, to establish
additional operating requirements for such
Corporation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
BrROWN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. Rices, and
Mr. SBYNAR):

H.R. 3423. A bill to amend the Hazardous
Materials Transportation Act to require the
Secretary of Transportation to designate as
hazardous materials under that act sub-
stances designated as hazardous materials by
the Coast Guard; jointly, to the Committees
on Public Works and Transportation and En-
ergy and Commerce.

H.R. 3424. A bill to amend the Hazardous
Materials Transportation Act to revise the
system for designating hazardous substances
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Public Works and Transportation
and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DONNELLY:

H.R. 3425. A bill to amend the United
States Housing Act of 1937 to authorize hous-
ing assisted under such act for which occu-
pancy is limited to elderly families, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. GUNDERSON:

H.R. 3426. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve access to post-
secondary education for students with dis-
abilities; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Ms. HORN (for herself, Mr. THORN-
TON, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mrs. LLOYD, and Mr.
WYDEN):

H.R. 3427. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the development
of defense manufacturing and critical tech-
nologies; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Ms. OAKAR:

H.R. 3428. A bill to authorize capital con-
tributions for certain international financial
institutions in order to enhance inter-
national economic stability and economic
growth, to provide for the alleviation of pov-
erty, the protection of the environment, and
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energy efficiency, to provide for the imple-
mentation of the Enterprise for the Ameri-
cas Initiative, to provide assistance in the fi-
nancing of U.S. exports, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 3429. A bill to amend Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to improve the en-
forcement and compliance programs; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. RHODES:

H.R. 3430. A bill to establish administra-
tive procedures to extend Federal recogni-
tion to certain Indian groups; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mrs. UNSOELD:

H.R. 3431. A bill to improve the effective-
ness of international environmental pro-
grams by coordinating international trade
policy and efforts to enforce measures to
protect national and international resources
and the environment, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. PANETTA, and Mr. DAR-
DEN):

H.R. 3432. A bill to provide assistance for
workers and communities adversely affected
by reductions in the supply of timber from
Federal lands and to provide for ecosystem
conservation of Federal forest lands in the
Pacific Northwest; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Education and Labor, Agriculture,
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, Ways
and Means, Interior and Insular Affairs, and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mrs. MORELLA:

H.R. 3433. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to grant to the widow or wid-
ower of a Federal employee or annuitant
whose health insurance coverage would oth-
erwise terminate because of such employee's
or annuitant’s death the right to elect the
same temporary extension of coverage as is
available to certain former spouses; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. INHOFE:

H.J. Res. 337. Joint resolution providing for
the designation of chili as the official food of
the United States; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HERTEL:

H. Con. Res. 210. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress in support
of Taiwan's membership in the United Na-
tions and other international organizations;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KANJORSKI (for himself and
Mr. KLECZKA):

H. Con. Res. 211. Concurrent resolution to
call on the President to take all available
actions to encourage a lasting cease-fire in
Yugoslavia and the initiation of negotiations
for the long-time resolution of the conflict
in Yugoslavia; jointly, to the Committees on
Foreign Affairs and Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. THOMAS of California:

H.R. 3434. A bill for the relief of The Um-

brellas: Joint Project for Japan and U.S.A.

Corporation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 118: Mr. THoMAS of California, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. CARPER, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, and Mr. ARCHER.

H.R. 145: Mr. REGULA and Mr. HOPKINS.

H.R. 150: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina.

H.R. 193: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 444: Mr. HoBsON and Mr. HAYES of
Louisiana.

H.R. 608: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Ms.
QAEKAR.

H.R. 650: Mr. JONTZ.

H.R. 722: Mr. KILDEE Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KOL-
TER, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 723: Mr. KILDEE Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KoL-
TER, and Mr. EVANS,

H.R. 815: Mr. LEEMAN of Florida.

H.R. 872: Mr. DARDEN and Mr. JONES of
Georgia.

H.R. 875: Mr. FAzio and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 941: Mr. FAzIo.

H.R. 945: Mr. EWING, MR. BARNARD, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. SKELTON,
Mr. JoNes of Georgia, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr.
STEARNS.

H.R. 951: Mr. SWETT, Mr. ROSE, Mr. MOL-
INARI, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. HATCHER, AND Mr. YOUNG of
Florida.

H.R. 967: Mr. DOOLEY.

H.R. 997: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 1064: Mr. IRELAND and Mr. FAWELL.

H.R. 1115: Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr.
GUARINI, and Mr. RITTER.

H.R. 1145 Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. DICKsS, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
WILSON, Mr. MILLER of Washington, and Mr.
MCNULTY.

H.R. 1161: Mr. BAccHUS and Mr. ROYBAL.

H.R. 1300: Mr. DIcKS and Mr. EDWARDS of
California.

H.R. 1318: Mr. McCLOSKEY and Mr. DWYER
of New Jersey.

H.R. 1330: Mr. RoTH and Mr. MILLER of
Ohio.

H.R. 1345: Mr. GILLMOR.

HR. 1348: Mr. OXLEY and Ms.
LEHTINEN.

H.R. 1482: Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr.
MILLER of Ohio, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. JEFFERBON,
and Mrs. MINK.

H.R. 1483: Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 1523: Mr. GILCHREST.

H.R. 1527: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1570: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. CLINGER, Mr.
GIBBONS, Mr. RAY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. GRADI-
BON, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BAR-
NARD, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. EWING, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. ARCHER, and
Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 1592: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BRYANT.

H.R. 1608: Mr. Towns and Mrs. PATTERSON.

H.R. 1633: Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mrs. PAT-
TERSON, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TOwNS, and Mr. VAL-
ENTINE.

H.R. 1662: Mr. KLECZEA.

H.R. 1703: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida.

H.R. 1727: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina.

H.R. 1733: Mr. SIs1sKY, Mr. CAMPBELL of
Colorado, and Mr. MCNULTY.

Ros-
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H.R. 1900: Mr. PAXON, Mr. MCCANDLESS,
and Mr. DEFAZzIO.

H.R. 2008: Mrs. BYRON.

H.R. 2083: Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. EVANS, and Ms. SLAUGHTER of
New York.

H.R. 2089: Mr. LANCASTER and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 2222: Mr. RINALDO.

H.R. 2298: Mr. RAY.

H.R. 2333: Mr. POSHARD.

H.R. 2336: Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 2358: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina.

H.R. 2374: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. FORD of
Tennessee.

H.R. 2499: Mr. ARCHER, Mr. ATKINS, and Mr.
FORD of Michigan.

H.R. 2565: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. EspPy, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. HERTEL.

H.R. 2682: Mr. BACCHUS, Ms. SLAUGHTER of
New York, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2763: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr.
VALENTINE, and Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 2798: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr.
BROWDER, Mr. CoLEMAN of Missouri, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. OWENS of Utah, and Ms. NoR-
TON.

H.R. 2832: Mr. TORRES, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
and Mr. MFUME.

H.R. 2860: Mr, GILMAN.

H.R. 2872: Mr. LANCASTER.

H.R. 2891: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. NEAL of
North Carolina, and Mr. DWYER of New Jer-
sey.

H.R. 2898: Mr. SOLARZ and Mr. KOLTER.

H.R. 2906: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 2923: Mr. ForD of Tennessee, Mrs.
UNSOELD, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. JONES of
Georgia, Mr. GORDON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. HOR-
TON, Mr. FAz10, and Mr, LIPINSKI.

H.R. 2964: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 2966: Mr. McCDADE, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr.
WISE, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. EVANS, Mr. VALEN-
TINE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. SLAT-
TERY, Mr. KasicH, Mr. MCMILLAN of North
Carolina, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
and Mr. MCCLOSKEY.

H.R. 3002: Mr. WALSH and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 3026: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr,
DYMALLY, Mrs, ROUKEMA, and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 3048: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 3049: Mr. LOWERY of California.

H.R. 3056: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
JONTZ, and Mr. LANCASTER.

H.R. 3070; Mr. BERMAN, Mr. JONTZ, Mr.
COMBEST, Mr. MINETA, Mr. PICKETT, Mr.
PARKER, Mr. OLVER, and Mr, WAXMAN.

H.R. 3071: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. SPENCE,
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. CRAMER, Mr,
GOODLING, Mr, BAccHUS, Mr. COLEMAN of
Texas, Mr. CAMP, Mr. BROWDER, and Mr.
OWENS of Utah.

H.R. 3112: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine,
JONTZ, and Mr. PANETTA.

H.R. 3121: Mr. MACHTLEY and
HOCHBRUECKNER.

H.R. 3130: Mr. KLuG, Mr. ZIMMER,
LEwis of Florida, Mr. SoLOMON, and
PAXON.

H.R. 3142: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
GINGRICH, Mr. LEACH, Mr. ROE, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, and Mr. PENNY.

H.R. 3207: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXoN, and Mr.
MATSUIL

H.R. 3216: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
RAY, and Mr. STALLINGS.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
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H.R. 3221: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr.
FAWELL, Mr. JENKINS, and Mr. KOLBE.

H.R. 3256: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 3280: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. ROSE, Mr.
PORTER, Mr, FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SMITH of
Florida, and Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 3293: Mr. YATRON, Mrs. MINK, Mr. HOR-
TON, and Mr. YATES.

H.R. 3302: Mr. NAGLE, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, Mr. STALLINGS, and Mr. ENG-
LISH.

H.R. 3354: Mr. JONTZ.

H.R. 3372: Mr. HORTON.

H.R. 3373: Mr. COYNE, Mr. DWYER of New
Jersey, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. PER-
KINS.

H.R. 3376: Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. ZIMMER, and
Mr. FAWELL.

H.R. 3405: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.J. Res. 21; Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland.

H.J. Res. 22: Mr. JOHN8ON of Texas.

H.J. Res. 81: Mr, TAYLOR of North Carolina
and Mr. BARRETT.

H.J. Res. B4: Mr. BENNETT.

H.J. Res. 153: Mrs. BYRON.

H.J. Res. 156: Mr. YouNG of Florida.

H.J. Res. 177: Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. McCLo0s-
KEY, Mr. TAuziN, Mr. WELDON, Mr. BLILEY,
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. RHODES, Mr. GILCHREST,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, and Mr. ROYBAL.

H.J. Res. 243: Mr, YOUNG of Florida.

H.J. Res. 293: Mr. WEBER, Mrs. COLLINS of
Michigan, Mr. GORDON, Mr. MARTIN, Mr.
MFUME, Mrs. JoHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
RITTER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
KOLTER, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr, LIGHTFOOT, Mr.
DEFAzZIO, Mr. GEREN of Texas, and Mrs.
MINK.

H.J. Res. 304: Mr. KOPETSKI.

H.J. Res. 318: Ms. NORTON, Mr. MCMILLEN
of Maryland, Mr. GRANDY, Mrs. ROUKEMA,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. LENT, Mr.
OwENS of Utah, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr,
JAcoBs, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FAzIo, Mr. LEHMAN
of California, Mr. LEHEMAN of Florida, Mr. So-
LARZ, Mr. JoHNSON of South Dakota, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. McNuLTY, Mr. HARRIS, Mr.
GRADISON, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. EsPY, Mr. LE-
VINE of California, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. MILLER
of California, Mr. TALLON, Mr. GUARINI, and
Mrs. BOXER.

H. Con. Res. 65: Mr. GILLMOR.

H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SAND-
ERS, and GRANDY.

H. Res. 130: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. CONYERS,

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of September 25, 1991]

H. Res. 194: Mr. DYMALLY.
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